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The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 
LONDON, MARCH 21, 1891. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE unpeERsTAND that Mr. Justice Currry’s last sitting in court 
before the Easter Vacation will be on this day (Saturday). 





Ir 1s unDERSTOOoD that the Lord Chancellor will not sit with 
the Court of Appeal on Saturday; and it is probable that, in 
the absence of Lord Justice Lorzs, Court of Appeal No. 1 will 
rise for the vacation at the end of the present week. 


From THE vacation notice, which we print in another column, 
it will be found that Mr. Justice Lawrance will be Vacation 
Judge during the Easter Vacation, and that, in addition to 
several days’ attendance in Queen’s Bench chambers, it is pro- 
vided that urgent chancery matters will be dealt with during 
the recess, which commences on the 26th inst. and terminates on 
the 6th of April. 

Tue Lorps Justices, by leaving Court of Appeal No. 2 and 
occupying the court of the Lord Chief Justice, have only got 
rid of one annoyance to suffer from another. In the court they 
now occupy the draughts are so great, and the influx of cold 
air is so aio as to be a daily source of complaint. The 
manager of the ventilation being sent for, and remonstrated 
with, appears to be quite unable to provide an effectual remedy, 
and the judges continue to suffer from the variable temperature. 





OnE oF THE requirements of the rules of November, 1890, 
under the Companies (Winding-up) Act of last session is (if 
the forms 14 and 15 in the schedule to those rules are to be 
strictly followed) that a copy of the petition shall be annexed 
to the affidavit of service ; Put it is understood that, in accord- 
ance with an opinion expressed by the chancery judges, the 
registrars will accept affidavits of service framed in the manner 
formerly used—i.¢., by making the original petition an exhibit 
without annexing a copy to the affidavit. 





THERE ARE several points for congratulation in the report pre- 
sented by the rie ab ig of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association 
to the half-yearly meeting on Wednesday last. Chief among 
these is the munificence of Mr. Joy Hoxtams in forwarding 
another cheque for £1,000 on behalf of the association. This 
git has been invested by the directors to create an annuity of 

30, which will be known as the “ Hortams’ Annuity No. 2,” 
and many needy recipients of this pension in future years will 
have reason to ex their gratitude for this generous con- 
sideration of the claims of the poor and needy. 
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WE print elsewhere two very able circulars, issued respec- 
tively by the Liverpool Law Society and the Gloucester- 
shire and Wiltshire Law Society, setting forth the reasons 
against the Public Trustee Bill. Both of them, as well as a 
letter we print elsewhere, refer to the effect of the measure 
in placing in the hands of the State a large part of the trust 
funds of the country; and we are inclined to think, with 
the Gloucestershire Society, that this may be the real reason 
why the Bill has been taken up by the Government. It is not 
solicitors only, but bankers, who are interested in opposing the 
Bill, and surely some united action can be devised between these 
classes. 


We veep hardly say that when we commented last week on 
the Clitheroe abduction case, we had not the slightest idea 
that an application for a writ of habeas corpus was in con- 
templation. On Monday, however, an application was made 
on behalf of Mrs. Jackson for the writ, and the Divisional 
Court, following Re Cochrane (to which we referred), not 
only held that Mr. Jackson was within his rights in seizing 
and detaining his wife, but went further, and refused to 
grant, what was granted in Re Cochrane, a writ of habeas 
corpus. In this we think an error was made, for ‘there was 
enough in the case to justify giving the lady an opportunity 
vf stating her case. On the following day, however, the Court 
of Appeal granted a writ of habeas corpus, and on Thursday 
Mr. and Mrs. Jackson came before the Court of Appeal, con- 
sisting of Lords Hatssury and Esuer and Lord Justice Fry 
(who were accompanied on the bench by some ladies). 
After interviewing Mrs. Jackson, the court decided that a 
husband had uot, according to English law, a right to confine 
the person of his wife, and two of the judges expressed an 
opinion that no such right ever existed by the common law of 
Eugland. The same two judges also expressed a doubt whether 
his methods of capture and detention did not shew that Mr. 
Jackson was unfit to have the custody to which he claimed a 
1ight, and they also thought their opinion as to the present 
state of the law was strengthened by 47 & 48 Vict. c. 68. Lord 
Justice Fry was careful to base his judgment, in a great 
measure, on the recent statute. With deference to the learned 
judges, we venture to think that, whether rightly or wrongly, 
the law has been altered by the decision; and we propose here- 
after to consider this important question in more detail than 
time allows this week. 


Ix 4 case of Re Dodworth (rep-xrted elsewhere) an exceedingly 
troublesome detail of practice has been laid at rest by Mr. 
Justice Curry. For sume reason which is not very easy to 
define, the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Orde (31 W.R. 
201, 24 Ch. D. 271) has been read at the Central Office to mean 
that the description “ gentleman ” is not a sufficient description 
of the deponent to an affidavit to admit of its being filed. As 
a matter of fact that case is no authority for refusing to file an 
affidavit because the deponent is described as “ gentleman,” but 
merely decides that the court will not receive the evidence of a 
person swearing to the fitness of a proposed trustee without some 
fuller description of the witness than that of ‘ gentleman.” 
There is a wide distinction. For the purpose of filing an affi- 
davit the description of a deponent is merely required for pur- 

es of identification of the individual. But when the court 
asap consider the value of the evidence put before it in an 
affidavit, it is obvious that it must attach weight to the status of 
the witness. For example, “clerk in holy orders” is a 
description which could not be taken exception to; but if a 
witness so described were to give evidence requiring medical 
knowledge and experience the court would doubtless reject it 
as worthless. Mr. Justice Currry has held that for "se oe 
purposes “gentleman” is a good description of a deponent to 
an affidavit. There is one rather entertaining feature connected 
with this case. In another matter an affidavit by a deponent 
described in the same way was, almost at the same time that 
this decision was given, ordered by the same learned judge to 
be filed, and the deponent to the affidavit in question was a 
“marksman.” He may have been a “gentleman ”—let us not 
by any means deny him the full honours of the title—but he 





had never learnt to read or write! This is, surely, a delightfyj 
illustration of the real value of the description ‘‘ gentleman.” 





WE HAVE more than once had occasion to refer to the case of 
Western National Bank of New York v. Peres Triana § Co. (39 
W. R. 245, 1891, 1 Q. B. 304), where it was held that a foreign 
firm could not be sued asa firm, but that the action must be 
brought against the individual partners. As we pointed out in 
a previous article on this subject (ante, p. 256), this decision is a 
very hard one for the English trader. It places him altogether 
at a disadvantage. His contract is entered into with the foreign 
firm in the firm’s name. He can have no means of knowing 
who the individual partners are. It is frequently impossible 
for him ever to discover their names. Since the decision of the 
Court of Appeal was given, more than one action bron 
against a foreign firm has broken down on this account. hy 
should a trader be debarred from suing the trading body, 
whether company, or firm, or individual, who entered into the 
contract with him? Of course, if the court would be trans. 
gressing any established doctrine of international law by 
allowing writs to be served out of the jurisdiction on foreign 
firms, the English trader would have to submit to being denied 
that right. But before the right is taken from him it ought to 
be perfectly clearly established that there is sufficient ground 
for doing so. Suppose, for example, it were shewn that in one 
European country the law as regards suing and serving firms is 
the same as our own, would not the dissent of the Master of 
the Rolls from the judgment delivered in this case acquire 
greater force? And would not the hardship inflicted by the 
case on the English trader seem greater than ever? It appears 
that under tlfe Italian law a firm can be sued and served in 
precisely the same way as in England. Article 137 of the 
Italian Procedure Code provides that a summons or writ 
against a firm or company of commerce must be served only on 
one of the “representatives” of such firm or company. A 
partner or manager of a firm or company is a “representative” 
thereof. In an action commenced before the judgment in 
Western National Bank of New York v. Perez Triana & Co. was 
delivered, an Italian firm was sued, and service was effected by 
serving a partner in such firm. When application was made to 
enter judgment in default of appearance, the plaintiff found 
himself, in consequence of this decision, under the necessity of 
amending the writ by adding the partners’ names. On applying 
to an Italian advocate for assistance he was informed that it was 
quite unnecessary to sue or serve the individual partners, as 
service on a partner in a firm was in Italy good service on the 
firm. It isto be hoped that this fact will be brought to the 
knowledge of the Rule Committee, who are reported to be at 
present engaged in evolving order out of the chaotic rules of the 
Supreme Court as to partners. It may be the same in other 
continental countries as it is in Italy. We do not assert that it 
is so, but the fact could easily be ascertained, and ought to be 
made the basis of the required amendment of our rules as to 
suing foreign firms. For if the law of a foreign country allows 
a firm in that country to be sued and served as a concrete body, 
why should the law of England deny to Englishmen the right to 
sue and serve a firm in that foreign country according to the law 
of the country ? 


—_— -———- 





WE HAVE severu: times called attention to the operation of the 
47th section of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, in connection with Re 
Briggs and Spicer (ante, p. 261). Trustees should be on their guard 
against this effect of the Bankruptcy Act in a case of very 
common occurrence. Tersonalty is settled on marriage on 
the usual trusts for husband, wife, and clrildren. After the 
death of either parent, the survivor appoints a share of the 
settled fund to a child, and releases his har life interest in the 
appointed share, to the intent that the share may vest in posses- 
sion in the child, and that the latter may be entitled to an 
immediate transfer by the trustees. If the transaction is for 
value—as, for instance, if it is part of the arrangement made 
on the marriage of the child—the trustees can safely transfer 
the share to the child, but they cannot do this if the release of 
the life interest by the parent is voluntary, as in the latter case 
it is a voluntary settlement within the meaning of the Bank- 
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uptcey Act. We have come across a case in practice where the 
ok ot the parents’ bankruptcy was insured against. As, 
however, trustees are not bound to trust to an insurance, it is 
always safer in such a case for the child to give some valuable 
consideration. The following scheme might, for instance, 

ibly succeed. Let the release be in consideration of the child 
covenanting to pay an annuity to the parent. The release being 
for value, the trustees can safely transfer the share to the child. 
When this is done, let the parent release the annuity to the 
child without the knowledge of the trustees. The latter release 
ig a voluntary settlement; but if itis set aside under the provi- 
sions of the Bankruptcy Act, the trustees are not liable ; it is 
the child who will suffer. It must, however, be remembered 
that this artifice for the protection of the trustees will probably 
fail if the same solicitor acts for the parent and the trustees, as 
the latter might in that case be deemed to have notice of the 
whole transaction, which, it must be remembered, is, if the 
bargain for the release of the annuity is made simultaneously 
with the rest of the arrangement, really an agreement for a 
yoluntary settlement, so that the trustees would not be safe in 
handing over the share to the child. In a case of this nature 
the safest and least expensive lan is to dispense with a release 
by the parent of his life interest, and for the parent and child, 
as soon as the appointment is made, to concur in requesting the 
trustee to sell the share, and to pay the proceeds to their joint 
account at a bank. It will be observed that, as the parent and 
child are between them owners of the share, the trustee is 
bound to obey their request, and subject to his seeing that the 
succession duty is commuted, or to his retaining sufficient pro- 
perty to enable him to pay it when it becomes due, he runs no 
risk; though in a case of this sort it is the practice to give to 
the trustee, and he can probably require, a release under seal 
from the parent and child. When the money has been paid 
into the bank, the parent and child can deal with it in any 
manner in which they may think fit, but the manner in which 
they deal with it is, generally speaking, a matter with which 
the trustee is not concerned. 








Last WEEK we printed a letter from a correspondent, in which 
he asked some questions as to some of the common forms. We 
ropose to answer them by degrees; but before doing so we 

g to express our sense of the obligations that our correspon- 
dent has placed our readers under by asking these questions. 
Nothing is more likely to lead to clear and intelligible drafts 
than a full knowledge on the part of the draftsman of the 
meaning of the common forms, The first question asked is this: 


‘In a lease by a mortgagee and mortgagor is it usual and correct for 
a mortgagee to give a covenant for quiet enjoyment in the usual form, or 
a covenant against incumbrances; and, if the latter, would such a covenant 
prevent a general warranty arising from the use of the word demise? ’’ 


The law is, we believe, correctly laid down in 1 K. & E. Comp. 741 
(note), where the authors say: ‘‘ Where a trustee, executor, or 
mortgagee grants a lease without the concurrence of any other 
person willing to covenant, he often gives the covenant for quiet 
enjoyment, as the liability under it is not very onerous; but it 
is conceived that in strictness a trustee, executor, or mortgagee 
cannot be compelled, even where the lease is granted pursuant 
to a contract entered into by the settlor, testator, or mortgagor, 
to enter into any covenant except that he has not incumbered : 
seo Warley v. Frampton (5 Hare, 560) and the cases there cited, 
and Dart’s V. & P., 6th ed., p. 623.” In the forms of leases by 
mortgagor and mortgagee, given in the same book at pp. 910 
and 912, the mortgagees enter into covenants for quiet enjoy- 
ment. In every lease in Mr. Davidson’s Precedents, where a 
mortgagee, either alone or together with a mortgagor, demises, 
the mortgagee enters into the covenant for quiet enjoyment. 
The latter part of the question under discussion is whether the 
covenant against incumbrances prevents a general warranty 
arising from the use of the word “ demise.’’ Two covenants are 
implied by the word ‘“ demise "—one that the lessor has power 
to demise, the other that the lessee shall have quiet enjoyment 
during such part of the term as elapses during the lessor’s life 
(Elph. N, & C, Interp. 422), but (Jd. 424) “where a deed 


sontains express covenants, no implication of any other covenants 


that the insertion of an express restricted covenant for quiet 
enjoyment prevents the implication, not only of the covenant for 
right to enjoy, but also that of the covenant for right to demise ; 
and in like manner the insertion of the common covenant against 
incumbrances, which is in effect a. restricted covenant for right 
to demise, prevents either of the covenants being implied by 
the word ‘ demise.” 








In THe case of Re Nuthall, Ford v. Nuthall, which recently 
came before the Court of Appeal, the question for consideration 
was whether an order under section 5 of the Debtors Act, 1869, 
for payment of a judgment debt (recovered in the High Court 
and provable in bankruptcy) by instalments of so much a month, 
was rightly made by Cave, J., after a receiving order had been 
obtained against the judgment debtor, upon his own petition, 
under section 8 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. In holding that 
the first-mentioned order was wrongly made, it is submitted that 
the Court of Appeal (Lord Hatssury, C., Lord Esner, M.R., 
and Fry, L.J.) came to the only justifiable conclusion, having 
regard to the terms of ord. 25, r. 29, of the County Court Rules, 
1889, which, by rule 361 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, is 
expressly made applicable to a/l courts having jurisdiction under 
section 5 of the Debtors Act, 1869. The county court rule 
above mentioned provides that when a judgment debtor has 
satisfied the judge, upon the return day of the judgment sum- 
moris, that a receiving order has been made for the protection of 
his estate, and that the debt was provable in the bankruptcy, 
no order of commitment shall be made, except in pre 
with the provisions of section 122 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
which, however, only applies when judgment has been obtained 
in the county court. It is true that this rule, in terms, merely 
prohibits the making of an order of commitment, while the 
order of Cave, J., was for payment by instalments. But, as 
was pointed ‘out by Lord Esrer, M.R., the summons upon which 
the order was made was for a commitment, while the order 
itself was merely alternative to an order of commitment which 
the judge was invited to make. 








THE LIABILITY OF MARRIED WOMEN FOR 
BREACHES OF TRUST. 


I, 


In this article we intend to discuss the manner, and the extent 
to which, married women have been made—or rather we ought 
to say the property of married women has been made—liable 
by recent legislation for breaches of trust committed by them, 
or by other persons at their instigation. 

In order to do so it is n to discuss shortly the previous 
law as to the liability of married women on their contracts, as, 
owing to the somewhat involved ing of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, the liability of a married woman 
in respect of breaches of trust committed by her depends, to 
some extent, on her liability to satisfy her general engagements 
out of her separate estate independently of legislation. It is 
also necessary to discuss the liabnity, under the previous law, of 
cestui que trusts who concur in or insti, breaches of trust, as 
it will be found, perhaps contrary to the received opinion, that 
the chan in this liability made by the Trustee Act, 1880, are 
not very Tolaeis 

At common law a married woman is under an absolute dis- 
ability to contract. She cannot, with some exceptions not 
necessary to be considered in this place, incur a debt. Equity, 
however, as soon as it had established the doctrine of separate 
estate, enabled a married woman to contract so as to bind it. 
It was held by Lord Tuvurtow in Hulme v. Tennant (1 Br. C. C. 
16) that the general engagements of a married woman, made 
without reference to her separate estate, bound it. After a = : 
deal of difference of opinion it was decided in Johnson v. Gella- 
gher (3 De G. F. & J. 494) that, in order to bind the separate 
estate by an engagement, that engagement must be made with 
reference to and upon the faith or credit of that estate, and that 
the question whether an engagement was so made must be 
determined on consideration of all the circumstances. It has 





It is well known 


on the same subject-matter can be raised.” 





also been decided that the fact that the separate estate of a 
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married woman is subject to a restraint on alienation, shews that 
her contract was not entered into in respect of that estate: 
Harrison v. Harrison (13 P. D, 180). 

If a married woman is living with her husband it is hardly to 
be yo pee that she intends to render her separate estate liable 
for the things she orders for household purposes. The 
tradesman from whom she orders goods of this nature does not 
give credit to her, he gives credit to her husband, believing, as 
the fact in most cases is, that she gives the orders as his agent. 
On the other hand, if she is living apart from her husband the 
tradesman gives credit to her, and she must in most cases intend 
to act honestly, and to pay for the things she orders out of 
the only fund over which she has any control—i.c., out of her 
separate estate. 

It followed from this doctrine that the engagements of a 
married woman could only be enforced against the property 
which was her separate estate at the time she entered into the 
engagement, as that was the only estate with reference to which 
she could contract (Pike v. Fitzgibbon, 17 Ch. D. 454); that they 
could not be enforced against income which she was restrained 
from anticipating (Draycott v. Harrison, 17 Q. B. D. 147); 
nor against separate property as to which she could not be 
reasonably a pag to have contracted [her own clothes, for 
instance | (Leake v. Driffield, 24 Q. B. D. 98). 

Ever since the doctrine of separate estate has been admitted, 
it has been held that the wife can dispose of personalty settled 
to her separate use either during her lifetime or by will, the 
reason being that originally separate estate was created solely 
by the husband’s agreement, and that no one but himself was 
interested in the wife’s personalty, and he was therefore the only 
person whose rights were affected by her disposing of it. But 
the same view was not taken of real estate settled to the separate 
use of a married woman, as it would on her death descend on 
her heir-at-law. However, it was determined by Lord Wxstsury 
in Taylor v. Meads (4 De G. J. & 8. 597) that where real estate 
was settled to the separate use of a married woman she could 
wr | of it, or rather of her equitable interest in it, by deed 
or will. 

It has long since been settled that a feme covert can exercise a 
power, whether taking effect by virtue of the Statute of Uses or 
operating in equity only: Peacock v. Monk (2 Ves. sen. 191). It 
was considered that as any property appointed by her in exercise 
of a general power did not thereby become her separate 
property, it was not liable to answer her engagements: Vaughan 
ve Vanderstegan (2 Drew., at p. 193). There is a good deal of doubt 
whether this view would now be followed. It has been decided 
that where a life income is settled on a married woman for her 
se te use, either with or without any restraint on anticipation, 
followed by a general power of appointing by will, any property 
which she appoints becomes assets for the purpose of satisfying 
those engagements for which her separate estate is liable: 
London Chartered Bank of Australia vy. Lempriere (L. R. 4 P. C. 
572), Re Harvey (13 Ch. D. 216), Hodges v. Hodges (20 Ch. D. 
749). There is, perhaps, some difficulty in seeing how, in cases 
where the life interest is subject to a restraint on anticipation, the 
married woman could be considered to contract engagements with 
reference to it (Harrison v. Harrison, 13 P. D. 180). These cases 
were considered by Kay, J., in ReRoper, Roper v. Doncaster (39 
Ch. D. 482), where he declined to admit that property over which 
a married woman had a power of appointment, but in which 
apparently she had not a life interest, became assets to satisfy 
her general engagements on her exercising the power. 

At common law a married woman was not liable for torts, and 
equity, following the law, held that her separate estate was not 
liable for her torts or breaches of trust : Wainford v. Heyl (L. R. 
20 Eq. 321), but where she makes away with part of the corpus 
of trust property settled on her for life for he separate use, 
without any restraint on anticipation, her life interest may be 
impounded to make good the loss, on the principle that she has 

received by anticipation part of the property coming to her 
under the settlement : Clive v. Carew (1J.& H.199). Whereshe 
fraudulently deals with her separate estate her interest in it may 
be applied in making good the fraud: Vaughan vy. Vanderstegan 
(2 Drew, 363), Green v. Lyon (21 W. R. 695). 

We ame to consider some of the changes in the law made 
by the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 75). 





case may be, can be refused. 


The Act provides, s. 1 Si that “every contract entered inte 7 
be deemed to be a contract entered — 


by a married woman sh 
into by her with respect to and to bind her separate property 
unless the contrary be shewn.” 

In order to shew that a married woman intends to bind her 
separate estate by her general engagements, it must still be 
shewn that she had at the time of contracting it some separate 
estate as to which she might reasonably be held to contract, and 
as to which she was not restrained from anticipation : Re Shakspear 
(30 Ch. D. 169), Leake v. Driffield (24 Q. B, D. 98), Southern 
Counties Deposit Bank v. Farquhar (34 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 182), 

By section 1 (+) the contracts binding the separate property 
of a married woman are made to bind her future separate 
property, thus rendering the rule laid down in Pike v. Fitzgibbon 
(17 Ch. D. 454) inoperative in cases after 1883; but it is still 
necessary for the woman to have some separate property at the 
time when she enters into an engagement in order to bind her 
after-acquired separate property. 

Section 4 provides that ‘‘the execution of a general power by 
will by a married woman shall have the effect of making the 
property appointed liable for her debts and other liabilities in 
the same manner as her separate estate is made liable under 
this Act.” 

Though the language of this section might have been more 
clear, there can be Sut little doubt that the debts and liabilities 
referred to are those which by other parts of the Act are made 
to affect her separate estate. 

The 24th section provides that ‘‘the word contract in this Act 
shall include the acceptance of any trust and the 
provisions of this Act as to liabilities of married women shall 
extend to all liabilities by reason of any breach of trust 
committed by a married woman. . . .” 

The practical result is one of some importance. The effect of 
the section under consideration and section 1 (2) appears to be 
to make every liability arising from a breach of trust by a 
married woman to have the same effect as if it were a liability 
arising from contract affecting her separate estate, and that 
whether at the time when the breach of trust is committed she 
has any separate estate or not. Section 4 makes the property 
appointed under a general power to appoint by will liable for 
(tnter alia) her breaches of trust. So that, where a married 
woman commits a breach of trust and exercises a general power 
of appointment by will, the appointed property can be applied 
in making good her breaches of trust. 








PAYMENT INTO COURT ON DISCOVERY. 


Orb. 31, r. 26, of the Rules of the Supreme Court has alway 
been somewhat of a puzzle to masters, officials, solicitors, and ali 
concerned in giving effect to its provisions. In its design it is a 
most excellent rule, and it has produced the precise effect which, 
according to the statement of the Master of the Rolls in Asée v. 
Stumore (13 Q. B. D. 826), the Rule Committee intended that it 
should produce. It has protected litigants against themselves, 
and put a check upon the abuse which had previously grown up 
of administering lengthy and unnecessary interrogatories, But 
that its meaning is not clear is evidenced by the number of 
interpreting judgments it has called forth, and by the fact that, 
notwithstanding these judgments, uncertainty still prevails as to 
its precise intention. In the last of these judgments the 
Divisional Court has adopted, as the basis of its interpretation 
of the rule, a consideration which is entirely novel in the sense 
that it formed no part of the grounds on which previous decisions 
had been arrived at. Although the court did not apparently 
intend to overrule any of the preceding decisions, the new 
principle of construction which it enunciated van hardly fail to 
come in conflict with the principle upon which previous judicial 
construction of the rule has been based. 

It is of considerable practical importance to solicitors to know 
precisely what are their liabilities under this rule, for they have 
to carry it out for themselves. If an order for discovery is 
obtained, what is the a:nount to be paid into court for security 
for costs of the discovery? If the solicitor pays in less than the 
prescribed amount, the answer or affidavit of documents, as the 
If such a refusal, however, is 








March ;t, 1891. % 















wit! 
disc 
Ho 
W. 
In 
sal 
TO¢ 
lar 
rec 
the 
we 
we 
co 
th 
C 
wi 
he 
E 
Ww 
q 


[—* 


a a a oe ae) 









ae 


Mai a 21, 1891. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. _ 








___ (Vol. 35.) 343 








= 









ct, and 
aks pear 
outherp 
4 182), 
‘operty 
parate 
=gtbbon 
is stil] 
at the 
id her 


ver by 
g the 
168 in 
under 


more 
ilities 
made 


s Act 
the 
shall 


trust 


ct of 
0 be 
Hf a 
ilit 

that 
she 
erty 
for 
ried 
wer 


lied 


rys 
all 








) wmnely given, the client becomes liable to attachment. It is, 


therefore, of great importance that there should be no doubt as 
to what the prescribed payment into court amounts to when it 
becomes necessary to apply the rule to the varying circumstances 
of particular actions. And yet it is this very point which still 
remains in obscurity, even after the court has dealt with it in so 
many decided cases. 

Ord. 31, r. 26, is as follows :— 

“Any party seeking discovery by interrogatories shall, 
before delivery of interrogatories, pay inte court to a 
separate account in the action, to be called ‘ Security 
for Costs Account,’ to abide further order, the sum of 
£5, and, if the number of folios exceeds five, the 
further sum of 10s. for every additional folio. Any 
party seeking discovery otherwise than by interroga- 
tories shall, before making application for discovery, 
pay into court to a like account, to abide further order, 
the sum of £5, and may be ordered further to pay into 
court as aforesaid such additional sum as the court or a 
judge shall direct. The party seeking discovery shall, 
with his interrogatories or order for discovery, serve a 
copy of the receipt for the said ages into court, 
and ‘the time for answering or making discovery shall 
in all cases commence from the date of such service. 
The party from whom discovery is sought shall not be 
required to answer or make discovery unless and until 
the said payment has been made.” 


In considering the cases under this rule we will deal first with 
those under the first part of it, concerning discovery by inter- 
rogatories. 

Immediately after the rule came into operation the first deci- 
sion under it was given by Frexp, J., who at that time was 
sitting in chambers with the express purpose of settling ques- 
tions of practice arising under the new rules. In Smith v. Reed 
(W. N., 1883, p. 196) there were seven defendants defending 
separately by different solicitors. A separate set of interroga- 
tories was delivered to each defendant, and it was held that the 
amount prescribed by the rule must in such a case be paid into 
court in respect of each set of interrogatories. The next case 
bearing on this point was The Whickham (53 L. T. 236), where a 
single plaintiff delivered one set of interrogatories to thirty-four 
defendants all defending by one solicitor. Burr, J., ordered 
one payment into court in respect of all the defendants collec- 
tively. The force of this decision is somewhat weakened, how- 
ever, by the circumstances under which it was given. The 
application was by the plaintiff, asking the court to dispense 
with the usual security, and the judge, ‘in the exercise of his 
discretion,”’ ordered one payment into court only to be made. 
However, the same point arose in Eder v. Attenborough (37 
W. R. 507, 23 Q. B. D. 130), and was there decided on its merits. 
In that case there were several defendants who appeared by the 
same solicitor and joined in their defence. One set of inter- 
rogatories alone was delivered, with an appended note particu- 
larizing the separate interrogatories which each defendant was 
required to answer. The salient feature of this case was that 
there was only one defence and one set of interrogatories. It 
was therefore distinguishable from Smith v. Reed, where there 
were several defences and several sets of interrogatories. The 
court decided that one payment into court was sufficient for all 
the defendants interrogated. In Liverpool, &c., Aérated Bread 
Co. v. Firth (389 W. R. 269, 1891, 1 Ch. 367) the circumstances 
were precisely similar to those in Smith v. Reed, and the judge 
had no difficulty in following the latter case, notwithstanding 
Eller vy. Attenborough, which he did not consider to be in conflict 
with it. Finally, in Aste v. Stumore, it was held that, although 
bey agree by mutual consent to ~—— with the prescribed 
eposit, the court may still refuse to dispense with it, and will 
do so in a proper case. 

These are the cases under the rule dealing with payment into 
court on discovery by interrogatories. They are perfectly clear, 
and entirely consistent with one another. If one set of inter- 
rogatories only is administered, only one payment into court 
need be made, provided there is only one defence, though there 
may be several defendants. If there are several defendants 
defending separately, a separate payment into court must be 


made in respect of each defence, Presumably also—though the 
point is not directly decided—if several joining in 
one defence are interrogated individually by separate sets of 
interrogatories, @ payment into court would be necessary in 
t of each set of interrogatories (cf. Smith v. Reed). 

fore considering the decisions on the second part of the 
rule, dealing with payment into court on discovery of documents, 
it will be well to consider how far the decisions on the first part 
of the rule are to be applied to the second part, and vice versd. 
Fortunately we are not left in doubt on this point. The case of 
Liverpool, &c., Aérated Bread Co. v. Firth (supra) dealt with both 
branclies of discovery, and Srreiine, J., held in that case that 
the construction put upon one part of the rule must be placed 
also upon the other part, the only difference being that, in lieu 
of the party interrogating paying into court 10s. for every folio 
exceeding five, the additional amount to be paid in when an 
affidavit of documents was ordered, which would probably be of 
unusual length, was left to the discretion of the court. More- 
over, in Eder v. Attenborough, which was a case on discovery by 
interrogatories, the decision in Campbell v. Lord Poulett (W.N., 
1884, p. 48), which was a case on discovery of documents, was 
expressly followed. We may take it therefore that the same 
principle of construction has been held to govern the practice 
under both parts of the rule. 

The decisions on the second part of the rule as to payrhent in 
on discovery of documents are, with one important exception, in 
complete harmony with the decisions on the first part of the rule. 
The first case was that of Campbell v. Lord Poulett (W.N., 1884, 
p- 48), in which a defendant obtained an order for discovery of 
documents against five plaintiffs. The latter applied for five 
separate payments into court of £5 each, on the ground that they 
would have to make separate affidavits of documents. Frexp, J., 
held that as they had joined together in suing one defendant, 
only one payment into court was n . The next case was 
Liverpool, §c., Aérated Bread Co. v. Firth (supra) in which a 
plaintiff obtained an order for affidavits of documents by several 
defendants, defending separately. In this case Strriive, J. held, 
following Smith v. Reed, that a payment into court of £5 must 
be made in respect of each separate defence. The case of Cooke 
v. Smith (39 W. R. 278) touched upon another point which may 
be mentioned in passing. It was held in that case that the 
power of the court to order a further payment in (beyond the 
£5) under the latter — of the rule was not limited to the time 
when the order for discovery was made. Up to this point all 
the cases on both portions of the rule are consistent with one 
another; one payment in is sufficient on an order for discovery 
of documents against several et oye several payments in 
must be made when such an order is obtained against several 
defendants defending separately. But a now departure 
has been taken in Joyce v. Beale (ante, p. 263), where the 
Divisional Court struck out an entirely new line. In that 
case there were two defendants, defending se tely, and the 
plaintiff obtained an order against them for discovery of docu- 
ments. In accordance with Liverpool, &-c., Aérated Bread Co. v. 
Firth and Smith vy. Reed the master ordered two payments 
into court of £5 each. The case of Eder vy. Attenborough was, 
as we have shewn, no authority inst this order, because in 
that case there were several defendants joining in one defence, 
and Potock, B., specially pointed out in delivering judgment 
that ‘it was nota case of different defendants defending by 
separate solicitors.” Moreover, Frexp, J., was the other ju 
in that case, and he adopted his own previous judgment in 
Campbell vy. Lord Poulett, which at the time he delivered it he 
did not consider to be inconsistent with Smith v. Reed. The 
master’s order, therefore, was entirely in accordance with all 
the decided cases. The Divisional Court, however, set it aside, 
and in the course of a written judgment it propounded the 
following new principle of construction to be applied to the 
rule. The term “party,” as applied to defendants, means any 
number of defendants sued on the same cause of action. It 
makes no difference, for the purpose of construing this rule, 
whether they defend jointly by one solicitor, or separately by 
several. So long as the alleged cause of action against them is 
one, they are only one party. Therefore, where an order for 
discovery is obtained against several defendants, one payment 
into court only is necessary, provided there is only one cause of 
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action, although the defendants may be defending separately 
by different solicitors. 

The conflict between this case of Joyce v. Beale and that of 
Eder v. Attenborough (both Divisional Court judgments) is both 
striking and important. Although the two decisions are similar 
in- their result as applied to the respective cases in question, 
they are entirely opposed to one another in principle. In Joyce 
v. Beale the court held that when discovery was sought in an 
action against several defendants, the question whether there 
was to be one payment into court or several was to depend en- 
tirely on whether there was one cause of action or several. As 
there was in that case only one cause of action there should be 
only one payment in, although there were two defendants de- 
fending separately. Now in Eder v. Attenborough there were 
several separate and distinct causes of action, and several defendants 
appearing and defending by one solicitor, and the court held 

t only one payment into court should be made. The fact of 
there being separate causes of action was pressed upon the court 
asa ground for ordering several payments in; but the court 
considered that it had nothing to do with the question. The 
judgment of Frexp, J., was quite clear om this point. In reject- 

this consideration he said: ‘If the transactions are so 
separate that a learned judge might think they ought not to be 
tried together, that would be the subject of a distinct applica- 
tion. . « The rules give the right of joining plaintiffs in 
as many interests as you please, and as many defendants in 
respect of as many rights as you have against them. a's 
We have no right to do more than the rule itself prescribes.” 

It can hardly be doubted that the important decision in Joyce 
v. Beale will lead to others, because the new principle of con- 
struction which it applies to the latter part of this rule will in 
all probability be applied by some parties to the former part, 

such application will be resisted by other parties whom it 
affects adversely. The link between the two divisions of the 
rule is firmly established, and the established practice of pay- 
ment into court on discovery by interrogatories is completely 
opposed to the decision in Joyce v. Beale. It is not easy to root 
out an established practice, especially when the new ruling which 
necessitates the change is not delivered on the precise point of 
practice which it has the effect of changing. It is most im- 
probable, therefore, that the judgment in this case will pass un- 
challenged. Francis A, SrrinceEr. 








REVIEWS. 
INTERNATIONAL LAW. 


ForEIGN AND Domestic Law. A Concise TREATISE ON PRIVATE 
INTERNATIONAL JURISPRUDENCE, BASED ON THE DECISIONS IN THE 
ENGLIsH Courts. By JoHN ALDERSON Foote, Barrister-at-Law. 
SECOND Epition. Stevens & Haynes. 


In this second edition of Mr. Foote’s useful work no change has 
been made in the general arrangement, but it has been carefully re- 
vised so as to include the recent decisions, and its size has been in- 
creased in consequence by about a hundred pages. One of the most 
important additions concerns the question of legitimacy for the pur- 
poses of succession to moveables upon an intestacy, and Mr. Foote 


points out (pp. 62, 267) that it is now finally settled by Re Goodman’s 
Trusts (29 W. R. 586, 17 Ch. D. 266) that the legitimacy of a child 


claiming as next of kin under the English Statute of Distributions is 
to be decided by the law of his domicil, that is, the law of his father’s 
domicil at his birth; although in cases of legitimization by subse- 
aE marriage, Vaucher v. Solicitor to the Treasury (37 W. R. 1, 40 

. D. 216) shews that the legitimization must be recognized, not 
only by the law of the father’s domicil at the time of the birth, but 
also by the law of his domicil at the time of the marriage. There 
still remain, however, some doubtful cases with regard to successions 
to immovable property. Thus, while Birtwhistle v. Vardill (7 Cl. & 
Fin. 895) is conclusive that, for the purpose of inheriting land, the heir 
must be legitimate by English law, and Freke v. Carbery (L. R. 16 Eq. 
261) decides that, for the purposes of private international law, lease- 
holds are to be classed with freeholds as immoveable property, it is open 
to argument whether they are also land within the principle of the 
former case. If so, then the next of kin are on the same footing as 
the heir in the case of freeholds, and, like him, they cannot take 


unless legitimate by English law. The question is dealt with by Mr. 
Foote in a very interesting note (p. 214), where he argues with much 
force that the decision in Birtwhistle v. Vardill was really confined to 
horeditaments, and that the doctrine that leascholds are to be treated 





as immoveables, so as to be governed by the lex situs, affords no reason 


why the legitimacy of the next of kin should not be tested as in 
ordinary cases of personal property. A somewhat similar question 
arises as to the effect of a devise of English land ‘‘ to the children of 
A.” Here, too, it would seem that the legitimacy of A.’s children 
ought, on the principles laid down in Re Goodman’s Trusts, to depend 
on the law of the domicil of their father at the time of birth, and not 
on the narrow doctrine established with regard to the legitimacy of 
an heir (p. 201) On the subject of the capacity to contract, the 
dictum of Corton, L.J., in Sottomayor v. De Barros (26 W. R. 455, 3 
P. D. 1), that ‘‘it is a well-recognized principle of law that the ques- 
tion of personal capacity to enter into any contract is to be decided 
by the law of domicil,” still gives trouble, and Mr. Foote maintains 
(p. 338), as in the previous edition, that the decision is really applic- 
able only to the contract of marriage. It was followed, indeed, in 
the recent case of Re Cooke’s Trusts (56 L. J. Ch. 637), but there also 
the contract had reference to marriage, and the question of the 
general capacity to contract cannot be regarded as settled. 

Amongst other matters in which the law has been modified or ex- 
plained by recent decisions, and to which Mr. Foote calls attention, 
we may instance the possibility of serving a writ upon foreign cor- 
porations, though not on partnerships, by service on the manager of 
an agency in England (p. 107); the doctrine of the Orr-ELwing case 
(32 W. R. 573, 9 App. Cas. 35), that an English court can, and may 
even be bound to, administer the estate of a testator dying domiciled 
abroad (p. 253), and the summary, given in Rousillun v. Rousillon (28 
W. R. 623, 14 Ch. D. 341), of the circumstances under which a foreign 
judgment will be regarded as valid (p. 547). A valuable discussion is 
also added (p. 247) upon the mode of assignment of choses in action. 
The whole edition has been very carefully 1 -vised, and it will increase 
the reputation of the work as a standard authority. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—The letter from the Yorkshire Law Society to Col. Howard 
Vincent, M.P., referred to in your issue of the 14th inst., should 
rouse the legal profession to the absolute necessity of taking up 
arms against officials who are constantly attacking every branch 
of our profession. We have many members in the House of 
Commons who are, or who have been, fer ers, and I would suggest 
that the legal papers should publish a list of the names of those 
gentlemen, so that the profession may know which of them fail to 
protect its interests, and which of them are actively engaged in assist- 
ing the Government officials in their work of destruction. These 
gentlemen on getting into Parliament seem to fall at once into the 
hands of officials, and either adopt or are afraid to oppose what the 
latter propose. [ 

The danger of allowing an official to once open his offices, which 
you point out in one of the leading articles of your issue of the 14th 
inst., may be further illustrated by the Bankruptcy Act of 1883. 
This Act has been an absolute failure, fiscally ; the fees received not 
having been sufficient to pay the salaries of the officials and other 
expenses connected with the Bankruptcy Division. The Registration 
of Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1888, was passed, the object of which 
was to stop the private arrangements, by which fees and percentages 
were abstracted from creditors’ assets for doing absolutely nothing. 
Notwithstanding the large sums obtained from,the public. by these 
means, the machinery of the Act of 1883 was worked last year at a 
loss, I believe of about £30,000, to the country, and the Act itself 
would in a few years have become a dead letter but for the passing 
of “‘The Companies (Winding-up) Act of 1890,” in the passing of 
which officials were assisted by some leading men of the profession in 
Parliament; and this Act has been, and will be, the means of abstract- 
ing from the profession business, and putting into the Exchequer 
sums for fees and percentages without any corresponding advantage 
to the public. Unless this sort of thing is now speedily stopped there 
is no telling where it may end. 
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_. Itis almost time the profession took a lesson from the labouring 
classes. ‘These individuals combine for more pay for less work. The 
lawyers allow their business to be taken away and to receive less pay 
for what is left; and all this, not for the benefit of the public, but of 
the Exchequer and the officials themselves. 
_ I would, therefore, suggest the formation of a Legal Union, to be 
comprised of the various law societies and members of the profession 
in Parliament who could keep a jealous watch over the interests of the 
profession, and let their brethren know who are the gentlemen engaged 
in the creation of this officialism. If this is not speedily done we 
shall only wake up when it is too late. Ifa few of our leading men 
would take the matter up I have no doubt nine-tenths of the pro- 
fession, including barristers, would join the movement. 

March 19. C.J. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The interest of the public is far more involved in this Bill, 
and in the Joint-Stock Company (Winding-up) Act, 1890, than at 
first sight appears. 

I will first deal with the latter, which, having already become law, 
we have no escape from. ‘The object was, and the effect is, to get 
all the money held by liquidators into the Bank of England. The 
consequence has been that large sums have been necessarily with- 
drawn from the bankers with whom it stood at interest all over the 
country, and the circulation of that money in trade and commerce has 
been thereby curtailed. To the loss of bank interest must be added 
the one and a half per cent. charged by the Board of Trade for taking 
possession of the money, and whenever any is drawn from the Board 
of Trade a further charge is made, I believe. 

With regard to the Trustee Bill, if it is to become law the same 
kind of result will ensue, to a greater or less degree, wherever a 
public trustee acts, apart from all the other objectionable things 
about it. 

Avoiding reference to the innumerable other objections to all this, 
I would observe that unless there is a determined resistance offered to 
this Bill, and others doubtless to follow, we shall have a hateful 

em of officialism introduced in private affairs and business. The 
Chancellor of the Exchequer’s object clearly is to get all the money 
he can into the Bank of England, and the Board of Trade is going 
to do everybody’s business in future. CountTrRY Soxiciror. 








THE STATE OF BUSINESS IN THE PROFESSION, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I have been in practice in a large manufacturing town in the 
North for many years, nearer forty than thirty, but I never remember 
business being so dead as it has been during the last year or two, and 
I really think it is now worse than I ever remember it. There seem 
to be no sales or mortgages, unless what may be called ‘forced ” 
ones, few actions on the common law side, and of course no bank- 
ruptcy business worth having. But for private means and old trusts 
and so on in my office I should be alarmed for myself. I should 
very much like to know from others in established practice whether 
the state of business within their experience is as bad as I have 


described it. Of course here and there exceptional causes may make 
some busy, but what is the average ? SEXAGENARIAN, 
March 18, 





MORTGAGE OF LEASEHOLDS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—A mortgage of leaseholds is made by way of demise for the 
whole term, less, say, one day, with a proviso that on repayment of 
the mortgage-money on a day named the démise thereby made is to 
be void. Can any of your readers say whether such mortgage in- 
volves the necessity of a formal deed of surrender on repayment, or 
whether a receipt indorsed upon the deed is sufficient to revest the 
property in the mortgagor * J. H. F. 

[As the mortgage-money is not paid on the day named, the term 
does not determine, and a surrender is necessary,—ED, S. J.] 


The retirement, says the 7imes, through failing health, is announced of 
Mr. Registrar Hazlitt, the senior registrar of the London Bankruptcy 
Court. The learned gentleman was called to the bar at the Middle Temple 
in 1844, and received his appointment ten years later. For some few 
years before his promotion Mr. Hazlitt was one of the Times’ staff of 
Parliamentary reporters ; and, together with the late Mr. Registrar Roche 
who was also at that time a parliamentary reporter, he assisted 
Westbury, then Sir R. Bethell, in the preparation of the Bankruptcy Bill 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


REG. ». COMMISSIONERS UNDER THE BOILER EXPLOSIONS ACT, 1882 
—No. 1, 12th March. 


Borter Expiosion—Expiosion in Coat Mive—Derinition or Borer— 
Borer Expiosrons Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 22), ss. 3, 4—Bomzr 
Expositions Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 35), s. 2. 


Appeal from the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division (reported ante, 
p- 315), Giechanging a rule for a F prygey The Tyne Coal Co. owned a 

iler aboye ground at the mouth of one of their coal pits, and from this 
boiler a steam pipe was carried down the shaft of the mine to a receiver 
and then on to a pumping engine about 1,300 feet distant from the boiler. 
The stop valve leading from the receiver to the blew out, and the 
steam rushed out and injured two men. The of Trade having 
appointed a commissioner to hold an inquiry under the provisions of the 
Boiler Explosions Act, 1882, the 7 Joal Co. arule wisi for a 
prohibition to restrain the holding of the inquiry on the grounds (1) that the 
pipe where the explosion took place was not a “boiler’’ within the 
meaning of the Act; and (2) that the case came within the exception in 
section 4. By section 3 of the Boiler Explosions Act, 1882, a boiler is 
defined as ‘‘ any closed vessel used for generating steam, or for heating 
water, or for heating other liquids, or into which steam is admitted for 
heating, steaming, boiling, or other similar p .”’ Section 4 provides 
that the Act shall not apply “‘ to any boiler used exclusively for domestic 
peepee. or to any boiler used in the service of Her Majesty, or to any 

iler on board a steamship having a certificate from the Board of " 
or to any boiler explosion into which an inquiry may be held under the 
provisions of the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1872, and the Metalliferous 
Mines Regulation Act, 1872, or either of them.” By section 2 of the 
Boiler Explosions Act, 1890, ‘‘ so much of section 4 of the Boiler Explosions 
Act, 1882, as relates to any boiler other than a boiler used in the service 
of Her Majesty, or used exclusively for domestic purposes, is hereby 
repealed, and the said Act shall apply in the case of any boiler explosion 
occurring on board a British ship.’”” The Divisional Court discharged the 
rule. 

Tuer Covrt (Lord Hatssvury, C., Lord Esusr, M.R., and Fry, LJ.) 
dismissed the ap . Lord Hatsavry, C., said that in his opinion section 
2 of the Act of 1890 had repealed the exemptions in section 4 of the Act of 
1882, not only as to boilers on board steamships, but also as to boiler ex- 

losions into which an inquiry could be held under the Coal, Mines and 

etalliferous Mines Regulation Acts. Secondly, this was a ‘“ boiler’”’ 
within the definition given in section 3 of the Act of 1882. It wasa closed 
vessel in the sense that it was so confined as to keep steam within it with the 
risk of explosion. There was a flow of steam from the place where the 
water was boiled to the place where the explosion took place. The steam’ 
was conducted by a pipe to the piston of the engine. It was a ‘closed 
vessel used for generating s .” Tt was also a ‘‘closed vessel into 
which steam is admitted for heating, steaming, and other similar pur- 
poses.”” The Act of 1882, therefore, applied. Lord Esuer, M.R., con- 
curred. Fry, L.J., concurred upon the first point, but upon the second 
point doubted whether this steam pipe was part of a ‘‘ boiler”’ within the 
definition of the Act of 1882.—Covnsgt, Sir H. James, Q.C., Moulton, Q.C., 
and Danckwerts; Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., and H. Sutton. Soxscrrors, 
Roweliffes, Rawle, & Co., for Phillipson, Cooper, § Godyer, Newcastle-on- 
Tyne ; The Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


Re BLANTERN, LOWE rv. COOKE—No. 2, 11th March. 


Wrt—Construction—Girt to ‘CHILDREN THEN LIvine ’’—DsEaTH oF 
CHILD BEFORE PERIOD REFERRED TO—STIRPITAL SURVIVORSHIP. 


The question in this case was, whether a gift over by will, on the death 
of a child of a testator without children, to his other children ‘‘ then 
living” during their lives, with remainder to their respective children, 
could take effect in favour of the children of a child who had died before 
the death of the child whose share was to go over. The testator devised 
his real estate to his wife a oe widowhood ; with remainder to his 
trustees, on trust for all his five children by name, in equal shares, during 
their lives; and, on the death of each of his said chil , in trust, as to 
one equal undivided part of his real estate, for all the children such child 
might have who should live to attain twenty-one years or marry, in equal 
shares. And, if any one or more of the testator’s said children should die 
without leaving a child who should attain twenty-one or marry, then in 
trust as to his, her, or their share or shares of his real estate ‘‘ for all m 
other children then living’? during their lives equally, and after 
respective deaths for their respective children, and the heirs of last men- 
tioned children, ‘‘ such last mentioned children taking respectively the 
share or shares his, her, or their t or mts would have taken, if 
living.’’ The testator died in 1865; his ow died in 1889. She 
not marry again. One of the testator’s children died in 1866, lea 
daughter who attained twenty-one. Another died in 1871, lea 
chil who attained twenty-one. A third died in 1886, leaving children 
who attained twenty-one. A fourth died in 1889 without issue. 
The fifth child was then living. Stirling, J., held that the share of the 
child who died in 1889 went over to the fifth child for life, with remainder 
to her children. His lordship considered that he was bound to come to 
this conclusion by the authority of Benn v. Benn (29 Ch. D. 839). 


Tue Court (Linpiey, Bowgy, and Kay, L.JJ.) reversed the decision, 
and held that share of the child who died in 


» Bt 





of 1854, 


—yiz., one-fourth to the surviving child for her Jife, with remainder to her 
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children, and the other three-fourths to the children respectively of the 
three children who had died leaving children. Their lordships said that 


Benn v. Benn did not apply, because in it there were no words corresponding 


to those in the present case—‘‘ which his, her, or their parents would have 
taken, if living.’’ The proper way to construe a will was first to form 
an opinion on the meaning of its own words, and then to apply previous 
decisions.—Covnset, Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Stewart Smith ; Farwell, 
Q.C,, and Warrington. Soutcrrors, Kennedy, Hughes, § Kennedy ; Paterson, 
Snow, § Co. 


ROBERTS v. COOPER—No. 2, 13th March. 


Marrrep Woman—Eavrry To A SEetTrLeEmMENT—AMOUNT TO BE SETTLED— 
InequiTanLE Conpuct or Marrrep WomAN. 


This was an appeal from an order of Kekewich, J., directing that the 
whole of a reversionary interest belonging to a married woman, which had 
- fallen into possession, should be settled on her, notwithstanding that she 
and her husband had, while it was reversionary, joined in making an 
assignment of it for value. The married woman was entitled to two 
reversionary interests in personal estate under two different wills. While 
the interests were still reversionary the husband and wife joined in 
oe them by deed to a purchaser for value. At the time when the 
deed was executed it was supposed that Malins’ Act (20 & 21 Vict. ¢. 57) 
applied, and that the wife would be bound if she executed the deed in the 
manner prescribed by that Act. Accordingly she acknowledged the deed, 
having been first separately examined before a.commissioner. The matter 
was fully explained to her, and an alteration was made in the deed at her 
suggestion. In fact Malins’ Act did not apply, because both the wills were 
made before the Act came into operation. Consequently, the deed was 
inoperative to bind the wife. When one of the reversions fell into pos- 
session, the husband and wife received it behind the back of the assignee, 
the trustees of the will not having had notice of the assignment. The 
other reversion had now fallen into possession by the death of the tenant 
for life, and it was represented by a sum of £500, which was in court in 
this action, standing to the credit of the assignee, subject to the wife’s 
equity to a settlement. No settlement had been made on the marriage, 
and this was the only property to which the wife was now entitled. The 
husband was in poor circumstances, and was unable to maintain his wife 
and children. The assignee took out a summons, asking that the fund 
might be paid to him. The wife asked that it might be settied on her 
and her children. Kekewich, J., held that the principle of Jn ve Suffitt’s 
Trusts (L. R. 3 Ch. 215) applied, and that, under the circumstances, the 
whole of the fund ought to be settled. On the appeal the assignee asked 
that half of the fund might be paid to him. 
Tue Court (Linpiey, Bowen, and Kay,:L.JJ.) reversed the decision, 
and ordered half the fund to be settled and half paid to the assignee. 
They said that, though the wife was not, under the circumstances, 
1 ly bound by the deed of assignment, it was impossible to disregard the 
fact that she had in the most solemn form expressed her intention to give 
up all her right to the fund for a valuable consideration, she and all the 
-parties believing that she was legally bound by the deed. A person who 
came into a court of equity to ask for equitable relief must come with clean 
hands, and under the circumstances of the case it would be contrary to the 
principles of equity to allow the wife to have the whole fund. As the 
icant had consented that half the fund should be settled, the court 
‘was relieved from considering what proportion of the fund ought to be 
settled.—CovunseL, Warmington, Q.C., and C. C. Tucker; S. Dickinson. 
Soxicrrors, Snell, Son, & Greenip ; Wilkinson & Son. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re DODWORTH (Deceased), SPENCE +». DODWORTH—( ‘hitty, J., 17th 
March. 


R. 8. C., XXXVIII., 8, 14—Arrimavir ny Souicrron—Description as 
** GENTLEMAN ’’—Svurricrency or Description. 


This was an administration action, and the present case was an applica- 
tion under ord. 38, r. 14, by creditors coming in to prove, asking his 
lordship to direct their affidavit proving their claim to be filed, notwith- 
standing its refusal by the Central Office. It appeared that the applicants 
were two trustees, who had advanced moneys on mortgage of the 
deceased’s property as a joint account. The affidavit was sworn by both 
of them, one of them being described therein as a manufacturer, and the 
other, who was a solicitor, being described therein simply as ‘ gentle- 
man.’”’ The clerk at the Central Office refused to file the affidavit, on the 
ground of the insufficiency of description “‘ gentleman,’ and the practice 
master — the refusal, on the authority of Re Orde (31 W. R. 801, 24 
Ch. D. 271), where the Lords Justices of Appeal, sitting in Lunacy, held, in 
the case of an affidavit as to the fitness of a trustee, that such a description 
was insufficient. The applicants complained that the Central Office had 
usurped judicial functions. 

Curry, J., said that the Lords Justices in Re Orde were not giving 
general directions in respect of all affidavits. They were merely weighing 
evidence, and holding that in the particular case the affidavit with such 
a description was not of sufficient weight, and they required a descrip- 
tion of a less vague kind. So, too, in the somewhat similar case of Re 


Horwood (55 L. T. 373) the affidavit was held to be insufficient. But the 
court, by that, did not mean that it was insufficient within the meaning 
of ord. 38, r. 14, bat merely that, in the opinion of the court, the affi- 
davit was insufficient for the purposes for which it was produced—namely, 
for shewing the fitness of a proposed trustee. The description in the 
present case was sufficient, and the affidavit might be filed without further 





addition, and he gave a direction accordingly.—CounseL, Kenyon Parker, ~ 


Soxicrrors, Geare, Son, § Pease, 


WITHERBY v. RACKHAM—Chitty, J., 17th March. 


Marrrep Woman—Reversionary Inrerest—Lirz Poricy—Matins’ Agr 
(20 & 21 Vicr. c. 57). 


In this case the question arose whether, under Malins’ Act (20 & 21 Vict, 
c. 57), a married woman can effectually dispose of a policy of life assurance 
effected before marriage in her own name. Wolstenholme and Turner on 
the Conveyancing Acts, 5th ed., p. 185, was referred to as rejecting the 
proposition. 

Currry, J., said that by the Act a married woman was, subject to restric- 
tions as to her husband’s concurrence and her separate acknowledgment, 
enabled to dispose of her reversionary interest in ‘‘ any personal estate 
whatsoever.’’ These last words were sufficient to comprise her choses in 
action, whether legal or equitable. The object of the Act was to enable a 
married woman to exercise similar facilities with similar restrictions with 
respect to the assignment of her reversfonary choses in action to those 
afforded and imposed by the Fines and Recoveries Act. He, therefore, 
held that an assignment of her life policy by a married woman was valid 
whensmade under Malins’ Act.—Counsex, Farwell, Q.C., Byrne, Q.C., and 
Martelli ; R. 8. Butcher. Sorrcrrors, Harteup § Davis, tor Harteup, Nor- 
wich; €. F. Martelli, for T. H. Rackham § Co., Norwich ; Butcher. 


Re COX AND NEVE’S CONTRACT—North, J., 12th March. 


VENDOR AND PurcHaser—Onsections To TitLe—DEFECT NOT DISCLOSED 
on ABSTRACT—RESTRICTIVE COVENANT DISCOVERED BY PURCHASE AFTER 
EXPIRATION OF TIME FOR MAKING REQUISITIONS. 


This was a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, by a 
purchaser of real estate, raising in effect the question, whether he was 
entitled to be released from his contract, on the ground that a part of the 
property was subject to a restrictive covenant, which affected the right 
of building upon it, he having acquired notice of the covenant in the 
course of some inquiries which he made in relation to another objection 
which he had taken to the title, the covenant being contained in a deed 
anterior to that which, by the conditions of sale, was made the root of 
title. The property was sold by auction on the 11th of June, 1889, and 
in the particulays of sale it was described as of freehold tenure. One of 
the conditions of sale provided that the title should commence with a 
mortgage deed dated the 29th of July, 1852. Another condition pro- 
vided that the purchaser should, within fourteen days after the delivery 
of the abstract, send to the vendor's solicitors a statement of all his 
objections to and requisitions upon the title, and subject thereto the title 
was to be deemed accepted. An answer to any objection or requisition 
was to be replied to within ten days after the delivery thereof, and, if not 
so replied to, it was to be considered satisfactory, and time was to be 
deemed as of the essence of this condition. The abstract of title was 
delivered to the purchaser on the 24th of June. It commenced with a 
mortgage of the property, dated the 29th of July, 1852, by J. L. Cox to 
D. 8. Bockett. The vendor derived title through J. L. Cox. In this deed 
there was a recital of a deed, dated the 3rd of March, 1847, and made 
between W. L. Farrer and J. L. Cox, by which (it was stated) a portion of 
the property was conveyed to the use of J. L. Coxin fee. On the 8th of 
July, 1889, the purchaser sent his objections and requisitions to the 
vendor’s solicitors. One of the requisitions related to a right of way. 
There was also the following question:—‘‘Is the vendor, or are her 
solicitors, aware of any document or thing affecting the title or the 
property which is not noticed in the abstract, and which, if undisclosed, 
may prejudicially affect the purchaser?’’? No requisition was made in 
relation to the restrictive covenant, of which, at that time, the purchaser 
was ignorant. On the 12th of July the vendor’s solicitors replied to the 
objections and requisitions. They answered the above question thus: ‘‘ We 
are not bound to answer this requisition.’’ The purchaser was not satisfied 
with the vendor’s replies to his requisitions relating to the right of way, 
and he made some inquiries of Messrs. Farrer & Co., who were the soli- 
citors of the owner of some adjoining property, and they produced to him 
the deed of the 3rd of March, 1847. On the 23rd of July the purchaser 
delivered further requisitions upon the title, one of which was as follows: 
—‘‘ Messrs. Farrer & Co. have shewn to the purchaser a deed of exchange, 
dated the 3rd of March, 1847, which appears to shew that J. L. Cox was 
not then entitled to any right of way.’’ On the 28th of July the vendor’s 
solicitors replied to the further requisitions, and on the 9th of August 
the summons was issued. It asked for a declaration that the purchaser’s 
requisitions and objections in respect of the title to the property had not 
been sufficiently answered by the vendor, and that a good title had not 
been shewn in accordance with the particulars and conditious of sale. 
The summons also asked for a return of the purchaser’s deposit and pay- 
ment of his costs. On the 13th of August the purchaser’s solicitors wrote 
to the vendor’s solicitors, saying that they should not file their evidence 
till towards the end of the vacation, and adding that they had obtained 
from Messrs. Farrer & Co. a copy of the deed of thé’3rd of March, 1847, 
which, they said, ought to form part of the abstract. Up to this time 
nothing more was said by the el earl. or his solicitors with regard to the 
contents of the deed of the 3rd of March, 1847. On the 16th of October 
the purchaser filed an affidavit, made by himself, in support of his 
summons. In this affidavit he stated (inter alia) that he Pad obtained 
from Messrs. Farrer & Co. a copy of the deed of the 3rd of March, 
1847, and he added (in paragraph 23): ‘‘From the copy so obtained 
it appears that J. L. Cox thereby entered into a restrictive covenant 
with respect to the buildings that might be erected on the site of the boiler 





room and warehouse ”’ (i.c., the portion of the property now sold which 
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was comprised in that deed). ‘‘If I had known of the existence of such 
covenant at the time of sending my requisitions on the title, I should 
have require the vendor to procure the release thereof.”’ Prior to the 
filing of this affidavit neither the vendor nor her solicitors had received 
any intimation of the purchaser’s objection to the restrictive covenant. 
The purchaser was not cross-examined upon his affidavit, and the vendor 
did not answer paragraph 23. The deed of the 3rd of March, 1847, was a 
deed of exchange, by which W. L. Farrer conveyed a part of the property 
now sold to J. L. Cox in fee, in exchange for other property which Cox 
conveyed to Farrer in fee. The deed contained a covenant by J. L. Cox, 
for himself, his heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns, with Farrer, 
his heirs and assigns, restricting the right of Cox, his heirs or assigns, or 
any person claiming through him, them, or any of them, as to the erection 
of buildings on the property thereby conveyed to Cox. On the hearing of 
the summons the objection arising out of the restrictive covenant was dealt 
with first, as being, if successful, a fatal objection. On behalf of the 
yendor it was urged that the purchaser would not have been bound by the 
covenant, if he had not had notice of ity and that, inasmuch as he had 

uired notice by means of his own inquiries, this could not alter the 
rights as between the vendor and the purchaser. Moreover, it was said 
that the objection was taken too late, having regard to the conditions, and 
the declaration asked by the summons. 

Nortu, J., held that the objection was a fatal one, and that a good title 
to the property had not been shewn, and he ordered the vendor to return 
the purchaser’s deposit and to pay his costs of investigating the title and 
his costs of the summons. His lordship said that from the purchaser’s 
further requisitions, delivered on the 23rd of July, it was clear that at that 
time the deed of the 3rd of March, 1847, had been produced to his advisers, 
and they must be taken to have known its contents, so far as they thought 
them material. His lordship took the summons to mean, that the requisitions 
had not been sufficiently answered, and that by reason thereof a good title 
had not been shewn. But for the reference to the requisitions, the prayer 
of the summons would have been too vague. It would, no doubt, be more 
convenient to refer to the requisitions by numbers, but it was not in- 
tended to throw at the head of the court a general objection to the title. 
In paragraph 23 of his affidavit the purchaser clearly and explicitly stated 
his objection, that part of the | mages A was subject to a restrictive cove- 
nant, which must be released. The objection was, that a good title had 
not been shewn to that which the vendor had professed to sell as freehold, 
free from any restriction which was not noticed in the abstract. In his 
lordship’s opinion an attempt had been made to take advantage of the 
purchaser. ‘The vendor had not made any affidavit that she had not in her 
possession a counterpart of the deed of exchange. Thedeed must have been 
in the possession of J. L. Cox. The vendor did not choose to commence the 
title with that deed, which would have shewn a forty-three years’ title, but 
she chose to commence with a mortgage deed which was only thirty-seven 
years’ old. Then it was urged that the purchaser had been too vigilant, 
and that, if he had only abstained from making inquiries, he would have 
had a good title, because he would have had no notice of the restrictive 
covenant, and would not have been bound by it. He had acquired notice 
through his own inquisitiveness, and this ought not to affect the vendor. His 
lordship had never heard such an argument before. He thought it was the 
vendor’s duty to set forth the deed of exchange. But his lordship did not 
assent to the view that the purchaser would not have been bound by the 
covenant, if he had not made any inquiries, and had not acquired actual 
notice of it. He had agreed to accept a title of less than forty years, and 
must be taken to have had constructive notice of the deed of the 3rd of March, 
1847, which would have been stated in a forty years’ title. If this were 
not so, a purchaser might accept a property without any title at all, and 
then say that he had not constructive notice of any incumbrance which 
appeared on the title. A forty years’ title did not mean a title commenc- 
ing mathematically at the beginning of the forty years; it meant a title 
commencing with the nearest proper root of title beyond the forty years. 
The purchaser was fortunate in discovering the existence of the covenant 
before he had completed his purchase. It was argued that the purchaser 
must be taken to have waived the objection, because he did not at the 
earliest possible moment bring it before the vendor. The condition of sale 
applied to objections appearing upon the abstract. ‘The purchaser must be 
taken to have had constructive, if not actual, notice of the covenant shortly 
before he sent in his further requisitions on the 23rd of July. His lordship 
did not see why he should have a less time for sending in his objections or 
requisitions than was fixed by the condition in the case of objections 
appearing on the abstract. No doubt the purchaser was bound to send in 
his objections within a reasonable time, and, if he had misled ‘the vendor 
in any way, the case would stand on a different footing. But the parties 
were already. at arms’ length. In his lordship’s opinion there was 
nothing to preclude the purchaser from taking the objection at the time 
when he took it, and the objection was a valid one, the property affected 
by the covenant being a material part of the whole.—Counsg1, Everitt, 
Q.C., and Gaselee ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Hadley. Soxtcrtors, Hughes, 
Hooker, § Co. ; Bockett, Stunt, & Nash. 


Re THE OPERA (LIM.)—Kekewich, J., 17th March. 


Company —Winpine up—Assets INCREASED BY Mistake or Law—Orricran 
Liquipator—Ricut or Payer TO RECOVER FROM LIQUIDATOR. 


On the 5th of February, 1890, an order was made to wind up this com- 
pany, on a — presented on January 18. Previous thereto, on January 
16, the sheriff, under a writ of ji. fa. issued by a judgment creditor, seized 
goods of the company at the theatre carried on by them. On the 17th 
and 18th of January two other writs were lodged with the sheriff. From 
the 18th to the 27th of January the sheriff received the takings at the 
door of the theatre, and thereout paid the claims of the first two creditors. 





On the 8th of February the sheriff withdrew in 
of the court, and gave up the goods which he had 
On the 13th of May, 1890, an order was 7 
ment of the whole of the takings received by the sheriff to the 
but without prejudice to 
the goods seized by him. Was a summons on the part of the 
that the liquidator might be ordered out of the proceeds of the sale of the 
seized by the sheriff to pay to him the sums paid by the sheriff to 

the two creditors. 

Kerxewicn, J., said that the principle to be deduced from the casés of 
Ex parte James (L. R. 9 Ch. 609) and . B. D. 
was that if the assets in the hands of an officer of the court on behalf of 
creditors or others had been incréased by a transaction occasioned by an 
honest mistake of law, then, notwithstanding that such a mistake was not 
capable of rectification as adverse litigants, the court 
would compel its officer to recognize the rules-of honesty as between man 
and man. The assets in the hands of the liquidator had been increased 
by the mistake qn the of the sheriff in taking the moneys out of the 
till instead of holding the goods, and the liquidator, as the officer of the 
court, could not be allowed to have the benefit of that mistake. 
summons must be allowed.—Counset, Warmington, Q.C., and Vernon 
Smith; Marten, Q.C., and Manby; E. Beaumont. Sortcrrors, Lewis § 
Lewis ; Boxall § Boxall ; Fladgates. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
LYSAGHT v. CLARK & C0.—13th March. 


Practice—ServicE oF Writ—JcpGMENT—For8IGN PARTNERSHIP CARRY- 
InG oN Bustness in Enetanp—R. 8. C., XVI., x. 14; IX., ew. 6; XIV. 


This case raised a question as to the mode of suing a firm, the partners 
of which were both subjects of a foreign State, one resident abroad and 
the other within the jurisdiction. The business of the porous | was 
carried on in London and at Buenos Ayres, both partners being jects 
of Chili. The action was brought against the firm upon bills of 
drawn by the firm in Buenos A m, and accepted by, the firm 
London, where one partner resided. The writ was served upon this 
and he had appeared in his own name. Judgment had been si under 
order 14 against the firm. The partner served moved to set aside all the 
proceedings on the ground that the service upon him was bad: Russell v. 
Cambefort (37 W. R. 701, 23 Q. B. D. 526) and Western National Bank of the 
City of New York v. Perez Triana § Co. (89 W. R. 152, 1891, 1 Q. B. 304) 
were cited. . 

Tue Covrt (Cave and Grantuam, JJ.) refused to set aside the pro- 
ceedings. Cave, J.,in giving judgment said :—Both parties being sued 
in the name.of the firm, the question has arisen whether service of process 
on one of them is, or is not, sufficient, or whether it is necessary that both 
of them should be served. In order to decide that question it is necessary 
to refer to the rules. It is not correct to say that a partner in a foreign 
country can be sued under order 11, and cannot be got at in any other 
way. We have to see first whether he can be got at in any other way, and 
if he cannot, then the plaintiff may resort to order 11, supposing that the 
foreign defendant can be got at in that way. Now the rule—ord. 16, r. 
14— is in its terms quite general ; ‘‘ any two or more persons being liable 
as co-partners may be sued in the name of the firm,’’ why does not that 
apply to such a case as the present? This is the case of a firm i 
on business partly in London, ly abroad, and having one its 
members resident in London. Ord. 9, r. 6, shews how service of the writ 
is to be effected, that is, by serving any one of the partners, or the 
may be ‘‘ at the principal place within the jurisdiction of the business of 
the partnership upon any person having at the time of service the 
or management of the partnership b there.’’ That, again, is quite 
general, and is sufficient, in my opinion, to cover such a case as the present. 
Then, as to the decision in Russell v. Cambefort, all the partners were 
resident and domiciled abroad, th the firm carzjed on business in this 
country, and in that case it was that service could not be 
this way. But the present case is quite different in that respect. Then, 
as to the recent case in the Court of A) , The Western Bank of New York 
v. Perez Triana & Co., the judgment of the court only followed the former 
case, where all the partners were resident and domiciled in a foreign 
country. We could not extend that decision to the case of an English 
firm one of whose partners is resident abroad. To extend it to such a 
case as the present would be to entail needless difficulties u sui! 
and to strain the language of the orders. The result would that the 
mere absence of one of the members of an English firm abroad would pre- 
clude their being sued in this country, and that would give an enormous 
advantage to the members of a firm desirous to avoid carrying out their 
engagements. For no one could venture to issue a writ against them, 
it would be impossible to be certain that one of the members might 
abroad at the time the writ was issued, even though he might 
back the next day. 
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and it would take a great deal to me that this is the true effect of 

the orders. And I see no reason why the law which prevails against an 

English firm, all of whose members reside in England, should Meeee, 
country and in 
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and one of whose members resides in ‘ 
that the service upon the defendant in this country was 
as to the judgment under order 14, this involves much the 
tions. It is urged that such a judgment is —— in this ‘case 
one of the defendants has not appeared. it 
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cannot have judgment under order 14 in the absence of a defence. 
t would be the result of such arule ? Three members of a firm are sued 
‘in the name of the firm ; all appear and there is no defence, and judgment 
is signed under order 14; but a dormant partner has not appeared; and, 
though he is represented by the others who have appeared, it is contended 
that no judgment can be had under the order. On what ground can such 
an contention be maintained? The rule is that where the 
defendant appears to the writ and there is no defence, the plaintiff may 
apply for judgment. That applies, not only where there is a single 
endant, but where there are several sued in the name of a firm, and one 
appears on behalf of the others, as representing the firm. Ord. 42, r. 10, 
provides that in such case execution can go only against the property of 
the firm or of the party served. But the appearance of on partner as re- 
presenting the firm is the appearance of the firm, and judgment can be 
taken under order 14. On the whole, therefore, it appears that this judg- 
ment is valid, and the application must be refused. Grantuam, J., con- 
curred. Application dismissed.—Covunset, Finlay, Q.C., and Danckwerts ; 
Hollams. Lictirors, Norton, Rose, § Norton ; Hollams § €o. 


Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re NUTHALL—C. A. No. 1, 13th March. 


Banxrvptcy—Recervinc OrpER—JcupGMENT DeERToR—ORDER FOR PAYMENT 
or Jupcment Dest ny InstaLMENTS—JvRIspDIcTION—DeExtors Act, 1869, 
s. 5—Bangrvuptcy Act, 1883, s. 9—Banxruptcy Rvzes, 1886, x. 361— 
Covnty Covet Rvuizs, 1889, orp. 25, x. 29. 


This was an appeal by a judgment debtor against an order made by 
Cave, J., upon a j ent summons (asa substitute for an order of com- 
mittal) that the debtor should pay the amount remaining due from him 
upon the judgment by monthly instalments of £10 each. The judgment 
was for a sum of £148, and it had been recovered in an action against 
the debtor in the Queen’s Bench Division for fraudulent misrepresenta- 
tions contained in the prospectus of a company of which he had been a 
director. In December, 1890, the creditor issued the judgment summons. 
On the 5th of January, 1891, a receiving order was made against the 
debtor on his own petition. On the 14th of February, 1891, the judgment 
summons came on for hearing, and Cave, J., then made the order 
appealed from—viz., that the creditor should be at liberty to continue the 
proceedings on the summons, notwithstanding the receiving order, and 
that the debtor should pay the amount remaining due upon the judgment 
by monthly instalments. Section 9 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1891, provides 
that, after the making of a receiving order, ‘‘except as directed by this 
Act, no creditor to whom the debtor is indebted, in respect of any debt 
provable in bankruptcy, shall have any remedy against the property or 
person of the debtor in respect of the debt, or shall commence any action 
or other legal proceedings unless with the leave of the court, and on such 
terms as the court may impose.’’ By rule 361 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 
1886 (which is one of a group of rules under section 5 of the Debtors 
Act, 1869), ‘‘ The County Court Rules for the time being in force as to the 
committal of judgment debtors shall, with any necessary modifications, 
apply to all courts exercising jurisdiction under section 5 of the Debtors 
Act, 1869, i that any reference therein to the Bankruptcy Act, 
1869, shall be deemed to extend also to the corresponding provisions of the 

Act, 1883.’’ By rule 29 of order 25 of the County Court Rules, 
1889, ‘‘ Where a judgment debtor shall, upon the return day of a judg- 
ment summons, satisfy the judge that a receiving order has been made for 
the protection of his estate, or that he has been adjudicated bankrupt, and 
that the debt was provable in the bankruptcy . or that an order 
has been made for the administration of his estate under section 122 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, no order of commitment shall be made, except in 
accordance with the provisions of the last mentioned section ’’—i.e., in 
case of default by the debtor in payment of any instalment of a debt pay- 
able in pursuance of any order under section 122. On behalf of the debtor 
it was urged that rule 29 of order 25 of the County Court Rules prevented 
the ing of the order for payment of the debt by instalments. On 
behalf of creditor it was contended that the rule must be read in con- 
junction with section 9 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which gave the court 
a large discretion with regard to proceedings against a debtor after a re- 
ceiving order has been made against him. 

Tue Cover (Lord Harsevnry, C., Lord Esuzn, M.R., and Fry, L.J.) held 
that rule 29 of order 25 was conclusive, and that it rendered the receiving 
order an absolute bar to the making of an order for the payment of the 
j tt debt by instalments. The order was accordingly discharged. 

t that the attention of Cave, J., had not been called to rule 
29 of 25.)]—Covunse., Muir Mackenzie; Herbert Reed. Sorscrrors, 8. 
Twynam ; Smiles, Ollard, & Yates. 


Re BARKER, Ez porte AXFORD—C. A., No. 1, 6th March. 


Baxxavetcy—Discrammen—APPlicaTiox To ExTEND Time— Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), s. 55. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Cave, J. (reported ante, p. 298), 
eos = extension of “time for disclaiming the lease of a house at 
. On the 7th of March, 1884, a receiving order was made 

the debtor, and he was adjudicated a bankrupt. On the 13th of 

th, 1884, an order was made for the summary administration of the 
estate, and the chief official receiver (Sir R. P. Harding) became trustee. 
It appeared that on the 8th of March, 1884, the bankrupt was examined 
privately as to his affairs by the chief clerk to the chief official receiver, 


house at Beckenham. It further appeared that the house was inspected g 
few days afterwards on behalf of the chief official receiver. In November, 
1886, the chief official receiver reported to the Board of Trade that the 
estate had been fully realized, and that he had closed his books in relation 
to the estate. The estate realized only 1jd. in the pound. The house at 
Beckenham had been during all this time, and up to the middle of 1890, 
occupied by the bankrupt and the rent paid by his wife. On the 31st of 
March, 1890, Sir R. P. Harding retired, and Mr. Wreford was appointed 
senior official receiver, and all estates which were vested in Sir R. P, 
Harding were transferred to and vested in Mr. Wreford. On the 19th of 
June, 1890, Mr. Wreford received a letter from the bankrupt’s solicitors 
asking if he had disclaimed the lease, and Mr. Wreford, having thus re- 
ceived for the first time notice of the existence of the lease, on the 27th of 
June, 1890, sent a formal notice of disclaimer to the landlord. The land. 
lord refused to accept the disclaimer, contending that the senior official 
receiver was personally liable to perform the lessee’s covenants, and Mr, 
Wreford applied for an extension of time for disclaiming up to and includ- 
ing the 27th of June, 1890, or, in the alternative, for any further extension 
of time that might be necessary to enable him to disclaim. Cave, J., 
granted the necessary extension. The landlord appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. Lord Esner, M.R., said that Cave, J., had a discretion to extend 
the time for disclaiming, and had exercised that discretion fairly and 
properly. It was said that if the court sanctioned an extension of time 
in such a case as this, it would be creating an authority for subsequent 
cases. He desired to protest in the strongest possible way against one 
case upon the exercise of discretion being considered to be an authority 
in any other case. The only case in which it could possibly be an 
authority would be where every fact was precisely the same, and where 
the estate realized only 13d. in the pound. That was as much as to say 
that it could not possibly be an authority. The exercise of discretion in 
one case was no authority as to how that discretion should be exercised in 
another case. In the present case the landlord had suffered no damage. 
The rent had been paid to him by the bankrupt’s wife, and the landlord 
was content to take it thus, and did not seek to make the official receiver 
disclaim. The official receiver had derived no benefit from the lease. No 
doubt the dilapidations had increased, but as the estate only realized 14d. 
in the pound, the landlord suffered no damage from not proving forth 
dilapidations in 1884. Under these circumstances, it would be extremely 
hard to hold the official receiver personally liable under the covenants in 
the lease. Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsex, Cooper Willis, 
Q.C., and F. C. Willis; Sir Edward Clarke, 8.G., and Muir Mackenzie. 
Souicrrors, 4. G. Ditton ; Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE BILL. 


Tue following circular has been sent by the Liverpool Law Society to 
various persons and societies interested in this important matter :— 

With respect to this important Bill now standing for second reading in 
the House of Commons, a meeting was held in London, on Thursday last, 
5th March, when deputies from twenty-five provincial law societies were 
present, together with the president and vice-president of the Incorporated 
Law Society of the United Kingdom. At that meeting the following 
resolution was unanimously passed :—‘‘ That in the opinion of this meeting 
of the Associated Provincial Law Societies, the Public Trustee Bill now 
before Parliament is objectionable, as being an effort in the direction of 
State interference with private business of a kind which especially requires 
the personal attention and local knowledge of those acquainted with the 
circumstances of the case. Further:—That there is no evidence that 
legislation is needed or has been demanded, the difficulties which have 
been lately experienced having been greatly diminished by recent legisla- 
tion; and that should there be any legislation on this subject (a proposition 
which we do not affirm), such legislation would be better taken in the 
direction either of the establishment of Public Trust Companies, or by 
giving to private trustees the advantages, and extending to them the im- 
munities proposed to be given to the Public Trustee under the Act.”” The 
deputies afterwards attended before the Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
the Lord Chancellor being also present, to urge their views upon 
the Government. The Government appear to be of opinion that 
there is a desire on the part of the public for a State Trustee, 
in consequence of the number of cases of defaulting trustees and 
the supposed difficulty of obtaining persons to act as trustees. The 
committee of this society in common with, as it seems, the whole of the 
profession, are of a different opinion. Their experience is that the cases 
of misbehaviour by trustees are very rare in comparison with the immense 
number of existing trusts, and that any difficulty in finding suitable 
trustees can easily be overcome. They regard with apprehension the 
foundation of a new State department, which will absorb from the pro- 
vinces and retain in London, and in the hands of the State, a large part of 
the trust funds of this country ;. they think that the necessary cost of 
working a trust from London, either direct or through a deputy, will be 
great, and that in the absence of local knowledge, the most delicate part of 
a trustee’s duties will be imperfectly done. They are of opinion that, by 
the inevitable predilection of a State official to select State investments 
and to avoid the trouble and responsibility of investigating mortgage and 
other securities, the income of the life tenants will be greatly and 
unnecessarily diminished ; and they believe that the proposals of the Bill 
would in effect have most of the betieap og of a suit in Chancery. 
With this conviction they beg to oe the hope that you will give us 
your active co-operation in urging t views on members of Parliament 
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and other influential persons, so as to secure the rejection of the Bill, 
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The committee of the Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Incorporated Law 

have circulated the following reasons against the Bill :— 

1. The principle of the Bill is objectionable, as an effort in the 
direction of State interference with private business. the Bill confers 
advantages on the parties interested in trust funds, it can only do so at 
the expense of the community, which is wrong. If it does not confer 
advantages it is useless. 3 

2. The management of trusts especially requires the personal attention 
and local knowledge of those acquainted with the circumstances of the 
case. Such business frequently requires considerable tact and delicacy of 
management, which cannot be — from the officers of a public de- 

tment who necessarily proceed by rule. 

3. The effect of the Bill, if it should result in putting into the hands of a 
public trustee the enormous amount of money held under trusts, would be 
te place such money in Consols or similar investments, and this probably 
is the real object of the Bill. In so far as it has this effect, it will defeat 
the Trust Investment Act, 1889; reduce the income of beneficiaries ; and 
tend to withdraw from the land of the country the trust money invested in 


mo ; 

T Aithough the Bill is permissive, it may be expected that it will be the 
tendency of the courts to appoint the official trustee on the occasion of 
appointment of new trustees, thereby in turn placing under his control 
the bulk of the larger trusts: The same result may be expected to result 
from the tendency of every public department to increase the scope of 
its powers, with a view to becoming pecuniarily yess en” 

5. There is no evidence that any legislation is required, and there is no 
serious difficulty in obtaining private trustees. 

6. It is socially and morally inexpedient to legislate so as to encourage 


‘ refusal on the part of relatives and friends to undertake trusteeships. 








LAW SOCIETIES 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The sixty-sixth half-yearly meeting of this association was held at the 
Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, the 18th inst., 
Mr. Joun Hunter (deputy-chairman of the board) presiding. 

The Secrerary read the minutes of the previous meeting, and the 
are report, as circulated among the members present, was taken as 


The board of directors, in compliance with the sixteenth rule of the 
association, present their report for the half-year ending December 31st, 
1890. 


Since the last half-yearly meeting 58 new members have been admitted, 
making with those added during the previous six months a total of 194 new 
members during the year. 

The aggregate number of members enrolled is 3,247, of whom 1,144 are 
life and 2,103 annual subscribers. Fifty-nine life members are also con- 
tributors of annual subscriptions of from one to ten guineas each. 

The directors hope for continued assistance in their endeavours to increase 
the present number of supporters, as many subscribers are lost every year 
from death and other causes. 

During the half-year the receipts of the association from all sources 
amounted to £3,722 8s. 2d., of which the following is a general 
summary :—Life subscriptions, £105 ; new annual subscriptions, £33 12s. ; 
donations, £1,073 Os. ld.; arrears, £46 4s.; rene , £1,045 16s. ; 
legacies, £525; dividends, £862 Ills. 1d.; and _ festival tickets, 
£31 5s. The successful financial result of the half-year is mainly due to 
the receipt of a further munificent gift of £1,000 from Mr. John Hollams. 
The members will doubtless desire to express their hearty thanks to Mr. 
Hollams for this renewal of his generous assistance; meanwhile the 
directors have invested the donation, and thereby created an annuity of 
£30 to be known as ‘*The Hollams Annuity No. 2.”’ The creation of 
annuities by special gifts most materially strengthens the work of the 
association. 

The following legacies, received during the half-year, are gratefully 
acknowledged, viz. :—£500 under the will of the late Mr. William Henry 
Oliver, of 4, Lincoln’s-inn-fields ; and £25 under the will of the late Mr. 
Benjamin Bradley Hewitt, of Bistop’s Waltham. As empowered by the 
fourth rule, the board have admitted Mr. Robert 8S. Gregson, of London 
(one of Mr. W. H. Oliver's executors), as an honorary life member of the 
association. 

The total capital of the association now consists of £50,660 4s. 11d. 
— in addition to the sum of £5,263 19s. 10d. pertaining to the Reardon 

uest. . 

During the half-year 93 grants were paid from the funds, amounting to 
£1,853. Of this sum 2 members and 15 members’ families received £785, 
while 18 non-members and 58 non-members’ families received £1,068. 
The sum of £75 was also paid to annuitants from the income of the late 
Miss Ellen Reardon’s bequest; £14 to the recipient of the ‘‘ Hollams 
weeer J No. 1”; and £15 to the recipient of the ‘‘ Victoria Jubilee 

nnuity.’’ 

These grants, together with the amounts recorded in the last half- 
yearly report, make a total of £3,721 given in relief by the association 
during the year 1890. 

On the 31st of December, 1890, a balance of £177 14s. 94. remained to 
the general credit of the association at the Union Bank of London, to- 
gether with the Reardon trust balance of £86 13s. 8d. 

With much regret the directors record the decease of their colleagues 
Mr. John Clayton, of Newcastle-on-'Tyne ; Mr. James Anderson Rose, of 
London; and Mr. Jobn Kendall, of London; in whose places they have 





elected Mr. Robert Richardson Dees, of Newcastle-on-Tyne ; Sir Thomas 
Paine, of London ; and Mr. Robert , of London. : 


Cunliffe; of Le 
Mr.’ Gray Hill ) has kindly consented to preside at the thirty - 
first anni festival of the rarer, Fs Aa on Friday, June 26, 
1891, at The on, -street, The 
“ii cactosamtt ot reosigie'tnl pupmaate Sorte honed yeor ening 
statement : payment 
December 31, 1890, is 3 - 


The CuarrMan, in moving the adoption of the report, said he was glad 
to be able to state that the society had made C in every re- 
spect. The number of subscribers were now 3,24 3,177 at this 
time last year, most of the new members being annual su rs. Look 
ing at the accounts for 1890, it would be found , apart from 
ceptional> and munificent gift of £1,000 from John Hollams 
— were in excess of those of the previous year—viz,, £5,366 as com- 
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with £5,020. 

The invested capital had also been increased from £48,580 to £50 
the addition of donations and that had been received. 

The grants made in cases of had also been slightly in excess of 
those for the previous twelve months—viz., £3,721 in 1890, and £3,636 
1889. He (the chairman) their festival in June next would be 
means of adding considerably to the funds, and that the support of the 
profession would be largely given to Mr. Gray Hill, of Li 1, who has 
undertaken to preside. This will be the first occasion “atin o provin- 
cial solicitor has taken the chair at a Solicitors’ Benevolent Association 
dinner. 

Mr. Ropert Cvnutrre (President of the Incorporated Law Society) 
having seconded the motion, the report was i ly adopted. 

Mr. R. Watters moved a vote of thanks to the directors and auditors 
for their services during the past year, which was seconded by Mr. H. E. 
Griss.z, and carried unanimously. 

A vote of thanks to Mr. Joun Hoxzams for his further munificent gift of 
£1,000 was moved by Mr. C. Myinz Barker, seconded by Mr. Francis 
Parker, and carried with acclamation. 


On the motion of Mr. Sipney Smirn, seconded by Mr. W. Bertan 
Brook, the pi ings concluded with a vote of te to the chairman 


for presiding. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvupents’ Desattrnc Socrery.—March 17.—Mr. Harcourt in the 
chair.—The subject for discussion—‘‘ That legislation is ay wean 
to place further restrictions on bling ”’-—was 0; E . G. H. 
Bower. Mr. Savory opposed. e debate having declared open, 
the following gentlemen spoke :—In the affirmative, Messrs. Bilney and 
Woodhouse ; in the negative, Messrs. Crawford, T. H. Bower, Addington, 
Willis, Parkes, Windsor, Hitchins, Hunt, Willson, Jones, and Arnold. 
Mr. G. H. Bower replied. On the motion being put to the ing, it 
was lost by a majority of nine. There were thirty members and vi 
present. The subject for discussion at the next meeting of the society, on 
Tuesday, the 24th of March, is “‘ That all bond fide communications made 
by trade protection societies in answer to inquiries are privileged.”’ 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTiCE.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Easter Vacation, 1891. 
Notice. 

There will be no sitting in court during the ee Veena. i als 

During Easter Vacation :—All applications which may require , 
immediately or promptly heard are to be made to the Honourable Mr. 
Justice Lawrance. 

Mr. Justice Lawrance will act as Vacation J from Thursday, 
March 26, to Monday, April 6, both days inclusive. lordship will sit 
in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Thursday, March 26, pore 
April 2, and Monday, April 6. On other days within the above 
applications in urgent chancery matters may be made to his lordship at 

0. 3, Paper-buildings, Temple. 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel may be sent to the 
judge by book-post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of 
the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, on a 
separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he —— 
the applicant enti to, and an envelope capable of es papers, 
and addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter; To Registrar 
in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, 
London, W.C.”’ 

On ap lications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be retumed to the registrar. 








The death is announced of Mr. William F of Medwyn, the oldest 


member of the Faculty of Advocates in Edin! ; 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. Hersert James Hors, barrister, has been appointed a Registrar of 
the High Court in Bankruptcy, in place of Mr. itt, resigned. Mr. 
Hope was called to the bar in 1875, and has been private secretary to the 
Lord Chancellor. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vtions. 


Tomas Mixcaye Gonpine, Samvez. Gotpinc, and Henry Bankes 
Asuton, solicitors (Goldings & Ashton), of Walsham-le-Willows. Feb. 28. 


Howarp Horner and Bensamrx EpMonpson, solicitors (Horner & 
Edmondson), of Wakefield. Feb. 28. 


_Cuanzes Ocravivs Newman, Juan Gwytuer, and Wiii1aM Hays, soli- 
citors (Newman, Gwyther, & Hays), of Yeovil and Sherborne, so far as 
the said Charles Octavius Newman is concerned. The said Julian Gwyther 
and William Hays will continue to practise as solicitors at the same places 
as aforesaid. Feb. 28. 


Cuantes Ocravivs Newman, Wriiutam Hays, and Hermann Rvupoir 
Scamerrav, solicitors (Newman,¥Hays, & Co.), of No. 31, Abchurch-lane, 
London, so far as the said Charles Octavius Newman is concerned. The 
said William Hays and Hermann Rudolf Schmettau will continue to prac- 
tise as solicitors under the same style at the same place as aforesaid. 
Feb. 28. [ Gazette, March 13. 





GENERAL. 


At the Leeds Assizes on the 13th inst. Alfred Bantoft, solicitor, 
pleaded ‘‘ Guilty ’’ to having converted to his own use at Selby, between 
October 3, 1879, and November 25, 1890, three several sums of 
£1,179 5s. 1ld., £450 2s. 10d., and £674 18s. 4d., which he had received as 
a trustee. Mr. Justice A. L. Smith, in passing sentence, said that upon 
reading the depositions he found that, according to the prisoner’s own 
statement, he misappropriated moneys to the amount of £20,000. His 
lordship then sentenced the prisoner to five years’ penal servitude. 


On the 12th inst., in the House of Commons, Mr. H. Fowler asked the 
Attorney-General whether his attention had been called to the return of 
sittings of county courts recently presented to the House, from which it 

: that eleven of the county court judges held less than 120 sittings 
during the year 1889; and whether any steps would be taken to put in 
force the 10th and 13th sections of the County Courts Act, 1888, so as to 
secure more frequent sittings of the courts for the benefit of the suitors, 
and to provide for a redistribution of judicial work among the judges. 
The Attorney-General said that the figures given by the right hon. gentle- 
man regarding the number of sittings were substantially correct. He was 
informed by the Lord Chancellor that orders were constantly made under 
section 10 of the County Courts Act, 1888, and every attempt was made 
in order to secure that the sittings should be as full as possible. In many 
cases where a small number of sittings occurred the time occupied by 
travelling was very heavy, and he was informed that this was the case in 
those instances contemplated by the right hon. gentleman’s question. Mr. 
H. Fowler asked whether the orders referred to would be laid on the table. 
The Attorney-General said he was quite willing to concur in the forma- 
tion of a return in order to see what the exact number of sittings was and 
the time occupied by the county court judges. 


On Wednesday afternoon Lord Hannen was presented with an address, 
engrossed on vellum, by the solicitors’ managing clerks practising in the 
Probate and Divorce Division. The presentation took place in Sir C. 
Butt 8 private room, which was formerly occupied by his lordship. Mr. 
Garnett ogee the parm after which Mr. Smith read the 
address, which expressed the mi feelings of pleasure and regret with 
which they learned that his lordship had been called upon by her Majesty 
to take upon himself the duties of a Lord of Appeal. They thanked him 
for the uniform courtesy and kindness with which he had always treated 
them, and hoped he would long be enabled to exercise in the higher 
tribunal to which he had been summoned the great judicial qualities for 

his lordship was so justly renowned. Lord Hannen, in accepting 
address, said that amongst the many expressions of good feeling and 

y that he had received on the occasion of leaving the courts, he 
assure them that none had touched him so much as this presenta- 
had been a judge for twenty-three years, eighteen out of 
passed in the Probate and Divorce Division, and they must 
the manner in which he had conducted the business in regard 
been the chief instruments. It was an enormovs satis- 
0 feel that their verdict was in his favour. He asked them 
to misunderstand him. He had a much severer critic in himself than 
any other man could be of him, and he knew his defects. He might par- 
ticularly = Bh had felt for some years past that he had not always 
exhibited patience which it was one of the first duties of a judge to 
exhibit. He might give excuses, but their kindness would probably relieve 
him of the duty of making them, but if at any time he had hurt any man’s 
he his pardon. In thanking them again most cordially for 

this of their good feeling, he could only say that his relations 
them professionally would end, but he would ever treasure in his 

the warmest gratitude for this kindness which they had done him.— 
lordship then shook hands with all present, and the proceedings 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Recisrrars in ATTENDANCE ON 


Date Appeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, March ............... 23° Mr. Lavie Mr. Beh Mr. a gee 
SAE 24 Carrington 
‘Wednesday ........ 0.0.0.0... 25 Lavie Beal 
SIE ov sskcacevceveussaseces 26 Carrington Pugh Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. KEKeEwic#. Romer. 
Monday, March ............... 23 Mr. Clowes Mr. Leach Mr. coe 
Clowes Leach Farmer 
Jackson Godfrey Rolt 





The Easter Vacation will commence on Friday, the 27th day of March, and terminate on 
Tuesday, the 31st day of March, 1891, both days inclusive. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
BroappripGe.—March 12, at 5, Elms-road, North Dulwich, Surrey, the wife of Frederick 
Broadbridge, of Lincoln’s-inn, of a son. 
EneGiish—March 12, at Lowdale Hall, Sleights, Yorkshire, the wife of Arthur English, 
Solicitor, of a daughter. one 


Davipson—Feb 8, at Singapore, James Guthrie Davidson, advocate and solicitor, Supreme 
Court, Straits Settlement. 
Dops—March 14, at Eilan’s Gate, Hexham, Thomas 


Palliser Dods, aged 68. , 
,Gray—March 16, at 28, Forsyth-street, Greenock, John Kerr Gray (late Town Clerk) 


aged 88. 
“eee 8, Charles Welsby, barrister-at-law, of Southport, and formerly of 
45. 





WaksInG To INTENDING House Purcnasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the pany arrangement’ y examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, ite Town Hall, Victoria-street, West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Cflices, &c.—[Apvr.] 


Rents collected and distraints levied to recover same by Messrs. Henry C. Woop 
— to the parish of Tooting) and Henry Kirsy—Woop & Kirsy—Certificated 
rokers, 1, Great James-street, ord-row, W.C. Noc made to landlords if 
Trou ion also taken under Bills of 


rent over £20. blesome tenants got rid of. Possessio 
ili the ish of St 


Sale, Mortgages, &c. to ° ‘West and City of 
London (Farrmgdon Ward). Money paid over same day received. Bankers, City 
Holborn-viaduct. References, if desired, to clients of many years’ standing ; perso 


and prompt attention.—[Apvr. | 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Fripay, Mare’ 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luoutrep in CHANCERY. 


British AND Foreign Rerriceratine Co, Lourep—Petn for winding up, presented March 
5, directed to be heard before North, J, on March 21. Smart, Old Jewry chmbrs, solor 
‘or petner 

Henry Miniicnuamp & Co, Lunrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 12, directed to 
be heard on Saturday, March 21. Radford & Fosslionl, Chancery lane, agents for 
Smith & Co, Birmingham, solors for petner 5 

IupertaL Cottece, Lonrep—Stirling, J, has fixed Thursday, March 26, at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of a liquidator 

INTERNATIONAL Newspaper Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to St John 
Winne, 14, Catherine st, Strand. Webb & Co, Strand, solors for liquidator 

Mount Barirren (QueeNstanp) Gotp Mixes, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before April 7, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or 
claims, to Thomas Equator Young Berrey, 10, Trinity sq. ursday, April 16, at 12, is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

WiscGe.ro Coat Co, Liurren—English itors are required, on or before May 1, and 
Colonial creditors on or before June 30, to send their names and addresses, and particu- 
lars of their debts or claims, to Sinclair MacLeay, Winchester House, Old Broad st 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Friexpiy Society, Golden Ball Inn, Worksop, Nottingham. March 9 

Live anp Ler Live Frienpty Society, Willenhall, Stafford. March 9 

Ustow ayp Prixcess Anice Frrenpiy Society (Lats Uniox Girr Funp), Star and Garter 
Inn, Arbour sq, © i , March 10 








London Gazette.—Turspay, March 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep in CHANCERY. 

“ Birsao” Sreamsurp Co, Limitrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 18, to send 
their names addresses, and the * ec teaaa of their debts or claims, to E Bregeon and 
M Thomas, Exchange bldgs, Cardi 

Brook Fve. Syxpicate, Liarrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 16, directed to 
be heard on April 11. Vincent & Vincent, Budge row, solors for rs 

E.sore Gop Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 11, to send their 
names and addresses, and the —— of their debts or claims, to Mr Charles Harri- 
son Smith, 11, Blomfield st. erly & Co, Git Winchester st, solors for liquidator 

Great Griuspy Onwarp Buripixe Co, Linirep—Stirling, J, has, by an order dated Feb 
25, appointed John th, Leeds, to be official liquidator 

Lavy Guipe AssociaTion, Liwrrep—Stirling, J, has, by an order dated Jan 20, appointed 
Mr Ernest Henry Collins, 194, Coleman st, official liquidator 

Limnitxp—By an order made by Chitty, J, dated March 4, it was 
hat the y winding up of the company be cofftinued. Woolley, Gt 

Winchester st, solor for 


Raven Howanrtu & Co, Linitev—Creditors are requi on or before April 8, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Pickles, 
Rochdale 


90, ny st, 
Simson & Mason, Linirev—By an order made by Kekewich, J, dated March 7, it was 
dered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. Irvine & Co, Hart 
st, Mark lane, solors for 


petners 
Srock axp Buane Auction axp Bawxxixe Co, Limirep—By an order made by Stirling, J, 
dated March 7, it was ordered that the voluntary tt. Be up of the company be ccn- 
tinued. Satchell & Chapple, Queen st, Cheapside, solors tor petner 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Usiox ov Essex Loven, Branch 562, West Essex District Improved Independent Order of 
Odd Fellows Society, Crown Inn, Loughton, Exsex. March 13 
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CR£DITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cuam. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, March 13. 


COvrrELL, Georcz, Winchester, uhing Tackle Maker. April 13. Jervoise y Currell’ 
North, J. Wincheste 


‘arner, 
Keevey, Hannan sare Onuk i 3 I April 10. Keeley v Courtney, North, J. 
Chidley, Gt Winchester st 


TevrorD, WiLHELMINA Evizasern, Hulme, Lancaster. April 15. Telford v Telford, 
Chitty, J. Rideal, Manchester 


London Gazette.—Turspay, March 17. 
Cuare, Sipvey Pascoz, Park lane, Stoke Newington, Commercial Traveller. April 20. 
Prosser v Clare, North, J. Spiller, Bucklersbury 
Hastuxy, Be ag Wardle, Rochdale, Yeoman. me aes 10. Nuttall vy Whittaker, North, 
J. e, Laurence Pountney hill, Cann 
Kw, tin ‘Wome Sunderland, meee. Mapeil 15. Kidd v Kidd, Kekewich, J. 
Hindson-Miller & Vernon, Moorgate 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Ciam. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, March 6. 
Aupenson, Joun, March Gate lane, Stratford, Rope Manufacturer. April 16. Spencer & 


eapside 
ALLEN, ius, Krahnholm, Narva, Russia, Engineer. April 20. Gould & Coombe, 


aceee, Heyry, Harpur st, Bloomsbury, Hotel Keeper. April 6. Mann & Taylor, 
New Oxford st 
Avpertix, Peter, Norwood, Surrey. April9. Stewart & Co, Coleman st 


Bayuirr, JANE, Mulgrave st, Liverpool. April6. Barrell & Co, Liverpool 

Benriey, Wittiam James, Monkfryston, Yorks, Gent. April18. Weddall & Co, Selby 

Burcuna.t, Any, Clapham rd, Surrey. March 20. Keily, Goswell rd 

Cuiarron, Tuomas, Lifton, Devon. April 6. Rundle & Martyn, Devonport, 

Coox, Atice, Luton, Beds. April 15. Roberts, Luton, and Outer Temple, Strand 

<oms™ es Euizasernu Larxe, Blofield, Norfolk. April 13. Bavin & Daynes, 
orwic 


Cooke, Jouy Kenp.e, Seven Sister’s rd, Holloway, Coal Merchant. April 4. Gerrish & 
F ‘oster, College st, College Hill 

Coutprey, Witt1am Jouy, Ewell, Surrey. April 6. Hedges & Brandreth, Red 

Cure, Gane’ Sows rp Cape., Grosvenor st. April 15. Lowe & Co, Temple grds 

Darron, Frepericx Guorce, Sheffield, Gent. April 13. Bramley, Sheffield 

Dear, James, Winchester, Merchant. March 25. Wooldridge, Sandown, I W 

Ertam, Mary Ay, Stacey rd, Forest Gate. May 5. Haynes & Silk, Suffolk lane 

GittesPiz, Ropert Roitio, Mhow, India, Major-General. April 14. Davidson, Spring 


Hitimay, Susannau, Kidderminster. April 13. Ivens & Morton, Kidderminster 

Ho.uis, Tuomas, St Petersburg pl, Bayswater, Bookseller. April 18. Harris, Cole- 
man st 

Humpurey, Wiii1Am, Dockwell, Heston, Market Gardener. May1. Peake, Mitre court, 
Temple, and Hounslow 

Hurst, wna, Stoneycroft, nr Liverpool, Gent. April 6. Mackay & Cornish, Liver- 

RE A.rreD, Deal, Cattle Dealer. Mar 26. Payne, Deal, and Sandwich 

Jerrarp, Samvet Bartietr, Exeter, Gent. April 10. Jerman, Exeter 

Kennarp, CoLenrpce Joun, Upper Grosvenor st, Esq. April 15. Parker & Co, Cornhil! 

Lavnig, en Rae, Porchester terrace, Bayswater. April 30. Pollock & Co, Lincoln’s 


inn 

Lovey, Epwarp, Ponsanooth, Saint Gluvias, Cornwall. April 20. Jenkins, Penryn 

Masoy, Heyny, Basinghall st, Gent. April 138. Lindsay & Co, Basinghall st 

Miveuey, Jouy, Yeadon, York. March 31. Watson & Co, Bradford 

Monae, Bowsen, Yokohama, Japan, Bank Manager. May 6. Harwood & Stephenson, 
mbard 

mew % Tuomas, Lilansantffraid, Glan Conway, Denbigh, Esq, J.P. May1. H.C. & 


8. Reynolds, Liverpool 
Powis ous, Neath Abbey, nr Neath, Glam, Licensed Victualler. April 16. Charles, 


ea 
. ae New Tupton, Derby, Innkeeper. April 10. Jones & Middleton, Chester- 


e 
Rossoy, Rosert, Ovington, Northumbrid, Farmer. April 13. Baty, Hexham 
Siurson, Mary Evizaseru, Werrington, Torquay. April 16. Witham & Co, Gray's inn 


square 
i foun, Burgess Hill, Sussex, retired Butler. April 17. Burton, Tunbridge 
ells 


Stowerove, Rictarp, Watford, Hevts. April 4. Lowe & Co, Temple gdns 

Sairn, Freperick Murray, Evesham, Gent. June1. Byrch & Cox, Evesham 

Saree, Wisssam, South Stockton, Innkeeper. April 18. Fawcett & Faber, Stockton on 
8 


ee: 
SrrickLanp, Georak, Eastbourne, Merchant. April 21. Chalinder, Hastings 


Sruxcroy, Cuaries, South Ockenden, Essex, Farmer. April 20. Francis & Calley, 
Austinfriars 


Wixcocks, Cuar.es, Loughborough, Leics, Grocer. April 18. Moss, Loughborough 
London Gaxette.—Turspay, Mar. 10, 


Ayaus, Georax, Newcastle upon Tyne, Leather Factor. April 20. Stanton & Atkinson, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 

Asutey, Hon Mania Anne, St James’s Palace, Westminster. April 6. Broughton & Co, 
Gt Marlborough st 

Bicker, Ayn Mantz Maruinva, Leeds, Schoolmistress. April 7. Palethorpe & Postle- 


waite, I .eeds 

Brown, Jouy, Southport, retired Chemist. April 10. Hope, Atherton and Wigan 
Bynyx, Avice Mania, Moss Side, Manchester. April 7. Orrell, Manchester 
Cueury, Eurry, Leigh rd, Highbury. April 17. Wild & Wild, Lawrence line 
Cuvren., Jony Bexsamiy, Ryde, IW. April 17. Vincent, Ryde 

Cossuam, Hanvunt, Bath, Colliery Proprietor, M.P. April 4. Osborne & Co, Bristol 


Counrnuy, James, Exeter, Gent. April 18. Prickman & Risdon, Bxeter 


Craven, Jon Huon, Longlee House, nr Alnwick, Farmer, May 1. Criddle, Newoastlé 
ELPHINSTOSE, ey Juuia, St Leonards on Sea. May 7. Lawrence & Co, New — 


Sanne. Marrna, Chichester. April 30. Arnold & Co, Chichester 
Firroy, Apranam Atrrep, Batley, Auctioneer’s Clerk. March 25. Deane & Son, 


Foster, Epwix, Hipperholme, Halifax, Gent. larch 31. Storey & Co, Halifax 
Furrer, Ropert, — ee Africa, Engine Driver. March 21. Brown & 
Cook, Cromer, 


Gray, Mary Avy, Egremont, Chester. April 14. McKentla, Livetpool 

Greex, James, Westhoughton, Lanes, Shopkeeper. April 10. Hope, Atherton 
Gatemene, Joux, Glen View, nr Hebden Bridge, Halifax, Gefit. April 17 Shaw, 
Saas. Se. Blackrod, Lancs, Coal Tipping Contractor. April 5. Samuels, 
Haart, Haxer Lol ped Maresfield gdns, Hampstead, Gent. April 20. Chappell & 


ith, Gol 
Harvey, Mary, Hastings. April 21. Meadows & Co, Hastings 
Hexperson, CHartes Paton, the younger, Torquay, Esq. April 11. Travers & Co, 


Hopeson, Senamaeen, Webel April 4. Keighley, Wakefield 

Hopasox, Witi1am, Wakefield, Fruiterer. April 4. Keighley, Wakefield 

Horsey, Curves, Billiter sq, Auctioneer. April10. Stibbard & Co, Leadenhall st 

Howorrn, Mary, Pemberton, Lanes, Shopkeeper. April 15. Price, Wigan 

er River st, Clerkenwell, Confectioner. April 20. Bolton & Co, Temple 

ens 

Martineau, Joun Pare eee bldngs, Temple, Solicitor. April 22. Walker & Co, 
Theobald’s rd, Gray’s inn 

MAxwELL, Wnssem, ponds = Bow, Credit Draper. March 31. Forbes, London 
Fenchurch st, and Bow rd : 

oon, eS magpie, retired Surgeon. April 12. Fardell & Canning, 

ao, Exizasetu, Pembridge crescent, Notting Hill. April 15. Montague, Bucklers- 

Meovs, Banas, Chatteris, Isle of Ely, Cambs. May 1. Ruston, Chatteris 

Newsery, James Sere, Colyton, Devon, Farmer. April 21. Every, Honiton 

Parker, Emanvet, Plumstead, Kent. March 26. Greenep, Woolwich 


Rayyer, Witiiam Asquitu, Morley, Yorks, formerly Butcher. April 9. Butler & 
Middlebrook, Leeds 


Reece, Roserr, Tunbridge Wells, Gent. May1. Taylor & Taylor, New Broad st 
Reysuaw, Wii.1Au, Sale, Chester. March 31, Parker & Ayre, Manchester 


emate * Sir ALrrep Freperick Avotruvus, Maunsel, Somerset, Bart. April 20. Witham 
& Co, Gray’s inn square 
Sreap, Jouy, Yeoman.. May 1. Harland & (ngham, Leeds 


STEVENSON, Capocane, Molescroft, nr Beverley, Yorks. May 11. Leak & Co, Kingston 
upon 3 
Sr Joum, 1 Exten Georeina, Baroness, Rickling, Essex. April 20. Farrer & Co, Lincoln’s 


inn 
Symons, Epuunp, Bouverie st, Bookbinder. April 6. Thomsoris & Co, Cornhill 
Facngegon Gomes sense, Norwood rd, West Norwood, Milliner. April 10. Bonner 


Toyne, Jous, Sheffield, Tailor. April17. Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 
Vernuam, Jamés, Old Broad st, Wine Merchant. April 15. Drake & Co, Rood lane 
Watmesiey, Carnerrne Mary, Witham, Essex. April 10. Norris & Norris, Bedford 


row 

Wurtes, ALExAnpeER, Stapleford, Notts, Gent. April2. Carter, Nottingham 

Wurre.ey, Jouy, Ripponden, Halifax, Gent. April 13. Rhodes & Evans, Halifax 

Witidssox, Grorce Cunistorusr, Albion grove, Barnsbury, Commercial Clerk. April 
15. Tubbs, John st, Bedford tow - 

Wituramsoy, Saran, Albion grove, Barnsbury. April 15. Tubbs, John st, Bedford row 

‘Woenaat. James W1i.14m, Manchester, Solicitor. May 9. Woodall & Marriott, Man- 


Wome Frances Many, Sandicombe rl, Kew. April 14. Mills & Co, Brunswick pl, 


ity 
Worrutseron, Ricuarp, Mincing lane, Tea Merchant. April 1. Travers & Co, Throg- 
morton avenue 


London Gazette.—Faivay, March 13. 
ADAMSON Dann, Dukinfield, Chester, Engineer. May 13. Brooks & Co., Ashton 
ler Lyne 

Baiey, AyNABELLA, Holly st, Dalston. April 15. Thomas & Metcalfe, Chancery lane 

Beck, Rosert, Liverpool, Coal Merchant. April 7. Stephenson, Liverpool 

Bervoy, Joun Buapver Ivexis, Shelton, Staffs, Professor of Music. April 30. Walley, 

Buiackmore, Mary, New Alresford, Hants. May 1. Blackmore & Co, Alresford 

Biackwe_t, WitL1AM Ervest, Soho sq, Esq. May 8. Stevens, Queen Victoria st 

Boxp, CuarLorrse, Winchester ter, Newcastle on Tyne. April 14. Bird, Watling st 

Brown, James Wituiam, Sackville st. April 14. Taylor, Old Burlington st 

Browy, Jane Kare Exiza, Sackville st. April 14. Taylor, Old Burlington st 

Burver, Samvurt, Bristol, Chemist. April 30. Danger & Cartwright, Bristol 

Catvert, JonatHan, Ovenden, nr Halifax, Gent. May 20. Suteliffes, Hebden Bridge 
and Halifax 

Cuamrrox, Henry, Minchampton, Glos. April 30. Smiles & Co, Bedford row 

Cnunce, Samust Kiva, rd, M Director of a ‘ 2. A. R. 
& H. Bteele, Collec kin” amene a 

Cuark, Boas Bethnal House Asylum, Bethnal Green. April 30. Graldy & Co, Chan- 
ce ane 

Coven, Hew ane, Blackley, nr Manchester, Publican. April 23. Symonds, Manchester 

Craic, WiitiAM, Neweastle on Tyne, Draper. May 1. Stobo & Livingston, Neweastle 
on Tyne 

Downy, Margaret, Rennington, Northumbrid. April 30. Hindmarsh, Alnwick 

Eanysuaw, Joux, Whitworth, nr Rochdale, Gent. May 1. Standring & Co, Rochdale 

Eavrs, Jane, Shrewsbury, April 18. How & Son, Shrewsbury 

Ginsox, Euity Carotine, Upper Deal, Kent. April 16. Murray & Co, Birchin lane 

Gieynis, Axne Sornta, Vicolo Zucchelli, Rome. April 30, Westhorpe & Co, Ipswich 

Geannwen Gussane, Wategudtemn, Gatey Wi Oil Merchant. April 9 Dubois 

Haut, Evisansru, Wavertree, Lancs, April 30. Masters & Rogers, Liverpool 
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Hannis, Marrna, Rogate, Sussex. April 30. Albery & Lucas, Midhurst 
Heanson, Grorce mee, Tientsin, China, Instructor of Engineering. May 1. Leigh- 


Hewrrt, Cuseues, ‘Moustoervel, Leics, Gent. May 12. Toone & Bartlett, Lough- 


Hit, Witu1am, New Brighton, Cheshire, Grocer. April 18. Reinhardt, Birkenhead 
Hueues, Ans, Edith grove, Chelsea. April 23. Everett, Chancery lane 

Huenes, Catuenrixe, Cerrigydrudion, Denbigh. May 12. Davies, Denbigh 

Kerstey, Francis, Burgess hill, Keymer, Sussex, Esq. April 25. Burridge, Shaftesbury 
Lixe, James, Winchester st, Pimlico, Tailor. March 31. Blunt & Lawford, Gresham st 
Mactxeop, Maicoum, Malmesbury, Wilts, Esq. April 18. Jones & Forrester, Malmesbury 
Marry, Jane, Kensington st, Bradford. May1. Berry & Co, Bradford 

McKenzie, Tuomas, St Helens, Lancs. May 9. Ansdell & Eccles, St Helens 


Morr, Hexry Hackett, Paternoster sq, Upholsterer’s Warehouseman. April 27. May 
*& Co, Adelaide pl, London Bri 
matte ‘Marcarer Sorut A, St Mary’s terr, Newcastle upon Tyne. April 18. Radford, 


wy Tyne 
Murray, Davin ALEXANpeR, Manchester, Art Decorator. May 1. Boardman, Man- 
April 17. Mathews & Co, 


Nevitt, Rosert WHartecy, Tamworth, Warwick, Solicitor. 


Paver, Joux, Nottingham. May1. J. & A. Bright, Nottingham 
nem, Witu1au, Croydon, Surrey, Timber Merchant. April 25. Bonney, Chancery 


, Gt James st, Bedford row 
Porter, Rosert Tuomas, Bucknall, Lines, Farmer. April 30. Toynbee & Co, Lincoln 


Prosert, Marcaret, Sharples, Lancs. April2. Mather, Bolton 

Ross, Jaye, Adelaide rd, South Hampstead. April 12. Robins & Co, Old Broad st 
Savace, Witt1am, Wandsworth rd, Innkeeper. April 15. Newland, Duke st, Adelphi 
Scuutier, Freperick « om South Park rd, Wimbledon, Gent. April 30. Nichol- 
Srawand, James, High st alington, Victualler. April 23. Hunt & Co, St Swithin’s lane 
Suerverp, Mary Axx, Alnmouth, Northumbrid. April 30. Hindmarsh, Alnwick 
Suernerp, Wit11aM, Alnmouth, Sawyer. April 30. Hindmarsh, Alnwick 

Suernerp, Wii1t1am Tuomas, Alnmouth, Sawyer. April 30. Hindmarsh, Alnwick 
Sxons, Janes, Haverfordwest, Gent. April 18. Eaton Evans & Williams, Haverfordwest 
Sreruensoy, Wittiam, Askwith, Yorks, Farmer. May1. Berry & Co, Bradford 
Suppasy, Jaye, Witherneed in Holderness, Yorks. May li. Leak & Co, Kingston upon 


Tay eve, Jounx, Stokeleigh, Torquay, Esq. May1. Lindop, Torquay 
Tetow, Titus, Ashton under Lyne, Grocer, May 14. Brooks & Co, Ashton under Lyne 
TREHERSE, Hexry, Brook Green, Hammersmith, formerly Clerk. May 1. Bird & Moore, 


Gray’s inn sq 
Voss, Tuomas Havitanp, Dorchester, Gent. March31. Weston, Dorchester 
Wars, Hayyan, Mossley, Ashton under Lyne. March 31. Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham 
Warp, Mania Dororuy, Kingston upon Hull. June 15. Harland & Son, Bridlington 
Wesster, Evtes, Padiham, Lancs. April 8. Bertwistle, Bury 


Waurre, Cnartes Wirttam, Petersham, S: , Lieutenant-Colonel in Scots Fusilier 
Mayi1. Carlisle & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn ‘ 

Wisos, Tuomas, ie, Crosthwaite, Cumbrid, Gent. April 18. Hayton & Simp- 

April 16. Leathley, 


son, 
Wowacorr, Wititam Georce, Augustus st, Regent’s Park, Gent. 
Wi «} Aspl: "SHadidcrstiela Licensed Victuall April Laycock & C 

‘oop, JAMES, ley, eld, vi er. April 15. yeock & Co, 

Huddersfield 
London Gazette.—Turspay, March 17. 

Avstis, CHartotrte, Oxford. April 30. Storey & Cowland, Theobald’s rd, Gray’s inn, 
Bamey, Jaues, Croydon, Surrey, Gent. April 21. Hogan & Hughes, Martin’s lane, 
Beamisn, Noan, Egremont, Chester. April 11. Thompson & Hughes, Birkenhead 


Brawn, Janz, Pickering, Yorks. April15. E. & J. Peters, York 
Biasp, Jase, Pickering, Yorks, Widow. April15. E. & J. Peters, York 





Brattsrorp, Witu1amM, Edward sq, Kensington, Gent. April 30. Mott & Co, Bedford 
row 

Brices, Jamxs, Clitheroe, Lancs, Gent. April 18. Robinson & Sons, Clitheroe 

Davies, Wii114M, Cardiff, Boot Maker. April12. Herne, Cardiff 

Drummonp, Manta, Hyde Park grds. April 2. Upton & Co, Austinfriars 

ees Joun W1111aM, Chertsey, Surrey, Hotel Keeper. April4. Paine & Brettell, 


Garrett, Jouyx, Norwich, Draper. May1. Bavin & Daynes, Norwich 
Gries, SAMUEL ion om Drayton grds, South Kensington, Gent. May 8. Minet & 


Co, 
Gnecony, Jouy, ‘ , Forest Gate, Esq. April 30. Edell & Co, King st, Cheap- 
si 


Mareys, Ned gy Birkenhead, Licensed Victualler. April 11. 
Hanmi, wows Lichfield, Gent, formerly Coal Merchant. April 30. Barnes & Son, 
—_ > Wi.1am Bowey, St Bride’s, Pembs, Clerk. April 6. Davies & Co, Haver- 
‘ordw 

Heavey, Carouge, Ashby Decoy Cottage, Lines. April 27. Parkin & Co, Doncaster 
Heaey, Henry, Ashby Decoy Cottage, Lincs, Esq. April 27. Parkin & Co, Doncaster 
Hen.ey, Mary Ayy, Surbiton, Surrey. May 7. Bell, Kingston on Thames 

Hunter, . gaa Stockton on Tees, Innkeeper. April 22. Fawcett & Faber, Stockton 

on Tees 


Thompson & Hughes, 


| Larxry, Ann Wincn, Welbeck st. April 24. Sherlock, Serjeant's inn, Fleet st 
Poxp, Exvizasern Marcaret, Millbrook, St Lawrence, St Helier’s, Jersey. May 21. 
| Nosgpo, Saran Exizasetu, Baroness pe Martini, Mieders, Innsbruck, Austria. April 15. 


Litrtie, Davin, Bradford, Solicitor. May1. Taylor & Co, Bradford 


Blount & Co, Arundel st, Strand 
Maxwe., Arruur, Pancras rd, King’s Cross, Licensed Victualler. April 13. Roberts, 
Bedford row 


| Meyrick, Mary, Canton, Cardiff. April 13. Williams, Cardiff 


| Nicks, Witu1am, Charlwood st, Pimlico, Gent. 
| Patuer, Horatio Nexsoy, Buxton, Derbyshire. May 1. 





Moses, Exizasetu, Pembridge crescent, Notting Hill. April 15. 


a Montague, Bucklers- 

ury : 

Murreny, James, Birkenheai, Beerhouse Keeper. April 11. 
Birkenhead pril 


Thompson & Hughes, 


Ne.soy, Groner, Kingston upon Hull, Gent. April 20. 


May 1. 


Jordeson, Hull. 
Kerly & Co, Gt Winchester st 
Herbert, Cork st, Burlington 


gardens 
Poort, Taomas Lewis, Gloucester, Solicitor. April 15. Champney & Long, Gloucester 
Putas, Mary Lescuatvas, Melbury rd, Kensington. April 20. Leefe & Leefe, Quality 
court, Chancery lane : if 
Raw tiysoy, Mary, Udverston, Lancs. April 20. Johnson & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
a Tuomas, Hartlepool, Esq, M.P., Marine Engine Builder. April 30. Munns 
& Longden, ola Jewry 


"Roaps, SARAH, Wingrave, Bucks. April 30. Fell, Aylesbury 


Rosinson, Jane, Wellclose terr, Leeds. June1. Bulmer & Lawson, Leeds 

Row.ayp, Toomas, Monk Hasledon, Durham, retired Farmer. May1. Lisle, Durham 
Scanne.t, Honora, Ovington st, Chelsea. April 16. Leathley & Willes, Lincoln’s inn 
Srevens, Tuomas, Kingston on Thames. May7. Bell, Kingston on Thames 

Sru aa pene , Harley st, Cavendish sq. April 30. Whitakers & Woolbert, Lincoln’s inn 


Surcuirre, Joun, Halifax, retired Wool Buyer. May1. Boocock, Halifax 
Tay.or, Any, Croydon, Surrey. April 21. Hogan & Hughes, Martin’s lane, Cannon st 
Tnompson, Luxe, Saltburn by the Sea, Yorks, Solicitor. April18. Spry, Middlesborough 


ame = b nm age Cuoprrx, Howick, Auckland, New Zealand, Gent. May 22. Lewis & 
‘a ver 
Titty, CAROLINE, Montpellier, Gloucester. April 17. Scott, Gloucester 
TosseLt, Susaywan, Foot’s Cray, Kent, Baker. April 30. Marchant, King’s Bench 
walk, Temp! 
April 21. 


Wenrret, Jane, Down’s rd, Clapton. 

non st 
Wuistox, Marcaret Mativpa, Surbitton, Surrey. May7. Bell, Kingston on Thames 
Wurrecross, Witt1AmM WALKER, Mortimer st, Kingsland rd, Gent. April 17. Lawrance 


& Co, Old Je chmbrs 
Wooprvrr, Tuomas, e, tom, Farmer. May 1. 


Hogan & Hughes, Martin's lane, 


Brabner & Court, Liverpool 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Wells Pet Mar 9 


Lewrey, Georce, Tate © Wells, Baker Tunbridge | | Warren, Maser, Combetigs, Fishmonger Cambridge 





London Gazetie.—Faipay, March 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Avams, Ricnarp Stastey, Leoroty Woov Brapsvury, 
Aktes Wittiam Hixvs, Longton, ffs, 
Earthenware Manufacturers Stoke upon Trent Pet 
March 10 Ord March 10 
Acimax, Witi1am, Kingston upon Hull, Boot Manufac- 
turer Kingston upon Hall Pet March 11 Ord 


Beury, Janes W, Eastcheap, > re Clerk High 
Court Pet Feb13 Ord h 10 

Bieozemasy, E, Brook st, Hanover sqr High Court Pet 
Jan9 Ord March 9 


Csmrer, Evtis Jonx, Leicester. sme op f Milk Dealer 
Ca Ww ore gy Ed Ord Mace 7 York: 
APHAS, ILLIAM, Ww nr orks, —— 
Dealer Northallerton fet March Ord Mare 
Crsene, Geonce, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet March 
10 Ord March 10 


Cosrxe, Wiiiiamn, Wycomb, Leics, Farmer Leicester 
Pet Feb Ord 9 


Cisse, Wiit14% Surrn, Bagthorpe, Selston, Notts, Miner 
Derby Pet March 9 Ord March 9 


Eowanns, Wiritan Suapracn, Kidderminster, Grocer 
Pet March 9 Ord March 9 
Exuiort, Issac Granau, Newcastle on Tyne, Wholesale 
Grocer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Maril Ord Mar 11 
Gatexwoon, Thomas ate nave, Shipley, Yorks, Painter 
Bradford Pet Mar 9 
Gu sxs0 498 Boorn sca i & Co, St Mary axe, Merchants 
me Ln Pet Oct 20 Ord Mar 10 10 
nes, Joux, Middlesborough, Railman 
Mar9 Ord Mar 9 
Hit, Cuantes Gronor, late of Petworth, Sussex, Reliev. 
ing Ottoer Brighton Pet Feb 2) Ord Mar 9 


Middlesborough 
| Wurraxen, —— Hircuos, Manchester, Gotten Spinner | Couey, Sascar, oak 
Manchester Pet March 6 11 


Mexzps, Wit1iam, Boston, le Licensed Victualler | 
Boston Pet Mar9 Ord 


Mar 9 
Mortox, oe Nottingham, indies Nottingham Pet | 


Feb 1 Ord Mar 9 
Oxpis. FP Miles st, Beavor lane, Hammersmith, 
Cler k in the War Office 
Mar 11 
Payxz, Atrrep Epw AkD CoLstow Keorwesd, Glos, Boot 
I —h eee et Blas 9, rminizham, ne 
"OWELL, JouN FRepeRick 0, Birmi tter 
Birmingham Pet Mar io Ord Mar 16 Q 
ScaRiL, WILLIAM, a Fish Buyer ‘Great Yarmouth 
Pet Feb 25 Ord March 
Saaneatr, Frayx pio cma coante, Lanes, Manufac- 
turing Chemist Manchester et March 10 Ord 
rch 10 


Sune anm, Jonx~ Atrrep, and Frepericx Suerrarp, 
Olmar st, Oxsory rd, Old Kent rd, Shive Manufacturers 
High Court Pet March 7 Ord March 9 

Surra, Tuomas Epwarp, Milton rd, South Hornsey. 
Assistant Schoolmaster’ Edmonton ' Pet March 7 Ord 


Tuomrsox, Joun Vixcent Leon Goutionedts petigs rd, 
. np med High Court x Bit - a 
ow, Samenn a Fishmonger Cambridge Pet 

March hog O 9 “i 
Towarp, Tuomas, om peg Great Aycliffe, Durham, 

Platelayer Stockton on Tees and Middlesboroush Pet 

March 9 Ord March 9 
Uspernitn, Grorex, Great Grimsb ‘mbrella Maker 
Great Grimaby Pet March 9 Ord Menke 


Wave, Grorrnes, Birstall, Soule, Gear Maker Dewsbury 
Pet March 11° Ord March 


Ord March 


High Court ' Pet Feb 19 Ord | 


Wiycrie.p, James, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet March 
| 10 Ord March 10 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Autivex, Witt1AM, Aldershot, Hay Salesman Mar 20 at 3 

24, Railway app, London "Bridge 

| Batux, Josern Sutcurre, Halifax, Yeast Dealer Mar 23 

at1l Off Rec, Halifax 

Barker, Farint Antuur, Fulham rd, Pianoforte Dealer 
Mar 25 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's 


inn fields 
Bexcrort, Jauus, Newin Kingston upon Hull, Agent 
for Sale of Ha: Meek, 20 at 11 on Ree, Trinity 


House lane, Hu 

Benny, James W., Rostehene, ommesesial Clerk Mar 25 
at 2.30 33, st, Lincoln’s inn fiel 

Bisstan, Tuomas Wirrians, Kidderminaicn Builder Mar 
20 at 12.30 Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 


Biac eatpe George, nurch st@Solicitor Mar 23 at 1 
33, Ca - st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Buc wri foams Rovert, Chapel End. Nuneaton 


Cattle Dealer 
st, Coveney 
Bunxixsuaw, CHARLES H., late of Leeds, formerly Money 
Lender Mar 23at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Casu, Gronoe, Sunbw J. Revd Maker Mar 2) at 12.30 21, 
tailway app, 
Cassens, Faepenicn, Ploush Bridge, Rotherhithe, Asphalte 
Manufacturer March 23 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


nr 
20at 2.15 Off Rec, 17, Hertford 





inn 

CLARKE, res Surrn Paging Selston, Notts, Miner 

March 20 5 A orf Rec, § ames’s chmbrs, Derby 
eweller’s Assistant’ March 2 ut 


Off Ree, 22, ai row, Leeds 
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Davies, : Sika: alors: Swansea, Grocer March 20 at 12 
8) 97, Oxford st, Swansea 

Diesy, Atrrep Wy ATT, Liverpool st, Solicitor March 25 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
tields 

Epwarps, Jos1an, Kidderminster, Baker March 20 at 1.40 
A. 8. Thursfield, solicitor, Kidderminster 

Fowter, Josern, late of Frederick st, St John’s Wood 
March 24 at 1 33, Carey st, Line oln’ 8 inv fields 

Greenwoop, THomas *Harcrav «, Shipley, Yorks, Painter 
March 24 at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Iienox, ALEXANDER Wattace, Bradford, Draper March 
24 at12 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Hoppixott, Isaac, Shelsley Beauchamp, Worcs, Farmer 
March 26 at 10.30 Off Rec, Worcester 

Howe, Samuen, Woodley, Cheshire, Farmer March 23 at 
11.30 Off Rec, County chmbrs, ‘Market pl, Stockport 

Ivey, PeEARct, Plymouth, zicensed Victualler Mar 23 at 11 
10, Athenzeum terr, Plymouth 

Jouxson, Tuomas, North Shields, Boot Dealer Mar 24 at 
2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

oor a 3 Henry CALVERT, Liverpool, Builder Mar 23 at 

Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Pe WILLIAM, Liverpool, Saw Mills Proprietor Mar 23 
at2 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Lanp, Josern, Tuomas Lanp, and Winiiam Dawes Lanp, 
Eshton, nr Gargrave, Yorks, Farmers Mar 25 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Macuin, Joun Roser, Walsall, Grocer April 2 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Walsall 

Martin, H M, Southampton row, Agent Mar 25at11 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Massey, Grorar, Camberwell rd, Boot Manufacturer Mar 
2 at 1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’ s inn 

Moss, Josernu, Rotherham, Boot Maker Mar 23 at 2.20 
Ott Ree, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Nevitt, Henry WittiamM Micuasr., Mettingham, Suffolk, 
Gent Mar2lati1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Paterson, James Henry, Percy terce, Fairfax rd, Totten- 
ham, Clerk in Customs March 20 at 3 Off Rec, 95, 
T emple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Peacty, Reamnatp Decimus, Newcastle on Tyne, Tea Mer- 
chant March 2iat11 Of Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle 
ou Tyne 

Rarr, J C, Hampton Hill, no occupation March 20 at 11.30 
21, Railway approach, London Bridge 

Rosomay, Freperick Apo.traus, St Mary Extra, South- 
ampton, Gent March 24 at 2 Off Rec, 4, East st, 
Southampton 

Sauveis, Emanuet Isaac, Wolverhampton, Hotel Proprie- 
tor March 20at3 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Timmins, WiLiiam, and Rosert Townsenp Mayo, Dudley, 
Fender Manufacturers March 23at12 Dudley Arms 
Hotel, Dudley 

Tow, Samue., Cambridge, Fishmonger March 26 at 12.30 
Otf Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Uspveruiti, Georer, Gt Grimsby, Umbrella Maker March 
25 at 11 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 

Wurraker, JAmes Hrrcnox, Manchester, Cotton Spinner 
March 20 at 3.30 Off Rec, Odgen’s chmbrs, Bri st, 
Manchester 

Wuirreneap, Harry, Cambridge, Fishmonger March 26 


at 12 Off Ree, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Avams, Ricuarp Sran.ey, Leorotp Woop Brapsvury, and 


Cuartes Wittiam Hinps, Longton, Staffs, Earthen- 
ware Manufacturers Stoke upon Trent Pet Mar 9 
Ord Mar 10 

Autaax, WituiAM Heyry, Birmingham, 
mingham Pet Mar3 Ord Mar 9 


Clothier  Biz- 


Baume, Josern Sutciirre’, Halifax, Yeast Dealer Halifax 
Pet Mar6 Ord Mar Il 
Bameer, Exvizaserun Bort, Preston, Fruiterer Preston 


Pet Feb 24 Ord Mar 11 

Berry, James W., Eastcheap, Commercial Clerk High 
Court Pet Feb 3 Ord Mar 1 

Bircuauy, Georar, Gracechurch st, Solicitor 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Mar 9 

BuckLer, Josern Ropert, 
Cattle Dealer Coventry Pet Mar 6 Ord Mar9 

Carrer, Extis Jous, Leicester, formerly Milk Dealer 
Leicester Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 10 

Carrer, Georce, Pentonville rd, Islington, Licensed Vic- 
tualler High Court Pet Feb 19 Ord Mar 11 

Cuapman, Witiiam, Sawley, nr Ripon, Yorks, 
Dealer Northallerton Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 

Clarke, Wit.iaM Sarr, Bagthorpe, Selston, Notts, Miner 
Derby Pet Mar7 Ord Mar 9 

Danzicer, D. Darcy, Copthall avenue, Financial Agent 
High Court. Pet Feb 3 Ord Mar 10 

Epwarvs, Wittram Suapracu, Kidderminster, Grocer 
Kidderminster Pet Mar9 Ord Mar 9 

Exerr, Georce Henry Hawkins, Savile Town, Thornhill, 
Yorks, Engineer Dewsbury Pet Feb 19 Ord Mar 9 

Greenwoov, Tuomas Harcrave, Shipley, Yorks, Painter 
Bradford Pet March 6 Ord March 9 

Harris, Joun, Middlesborough, Railman Middlesborough 
Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Hovurst, WittiAm Tuomas, Glossop, Derbyshire, Tailor 
Ashton under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet March 3 
Ord March 6 

Howarp, Joseru, Liverpool, Commission Merchant Liver- 
pool Pet Jan 27 Ord March 11 

Jacovs, Lionst, Portsdown rd, Commercial Clerk High 
Court Pet Feb 18 Ord March 10 

Meeps, Wiitiam, Boston, Lines, Licensed Victualler 
Boston Pet March ® Ord March 9 

Mirenkit, Eowarp Barker Dalton in Furness, Tin- 
smith Barrow in Furness Pet Feb 13 Ord March 10 

Pacaer, Winiiam, Bruton, Somerset, Surveyor Yeovil 
Pet Feb 10 Ord March 7 

Peacty, Reaixatp Decimus, 
Merchant Neweastle on Tyne 
March » 

Powett, Jony Frepericx, Soho, Birmingham, Hatter 
Birmingham Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Save, Anvuvr Wrertam, Kingsthorpe Hollow, Northamp- 


High Court 


Chapel End, nr Nuneaton, 


Cattle 


Newcastle on Tyne, Tea 
Pet Feb 12) Ord 


tom, Corn Dealer Northampton Pet Jan 22 Ord 
aes = Ba eg James Frevitie, Alford st, Park lane, 


High Jourt Pet Dec 19 Ord March 9 : 
neuen Tuomas, Kin m upon -y Grocer Kingston 
upon Pet Fel March 1 


Snarratt, Frank p pow Droylsden, {anes Manufactur- 
ing Chemist chester Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Sairu, Toomas Epwarp, Milton rd, er pi erg Assis- 
tant ae mot Edmonton Pet March 2 Ord 

reh 

STauNTON, ekdibine Cuar.tes Howarp, late Churton st, 
Pimlico High Court Pet Jan5 Ord h 10 

Tewete, Wittiam Georaet, Denmark Hill, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord March 9 

Timmins, WiniiaM, and Townsexp Resert Mayo, Dudley, 
aoe acturers Dudley Pet Feb 26 Ord 


bridge, Fishmonger Cambridge Pet 
Ord March 9 
mre, Great Aycliffe, Durham, 


Towarp, Tomas, Simpast 
Platelayer Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet 
March 9 Ord March 9 


Unperuitt, Grorce, Great Grimsby, Umbrella Maker 
Great Grimsby Pet March9 Ord March 9 

Waopr, Grorrrey, Birstall, a Gear Maker Dewsbury 
P ‘Ord March 1 

Waker, Frepericx, W: + Licensed Victualler 
Worcester Pet March 3 Ord March 10 

Wuarroyx, Cuartes Henry Marriorr, Manchester, Bar- 
rister at law Manchester Pet Feb2 Ord March 11 

Wurreneap, Harry, Cambridge, Fi onger Cambridge 
Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Wivarikvp, James, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet March 
10 Ord March 10 


Feb 26 
Tow, Samve., Cam’ 
March 9 


London Gazette—Turspay, March 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bau.zy, Crauptus Rosert, Chalfont rd, St James’s bm 
Holloway, Pianoforte Manufacturer High Court 
Mar 14 Ord Mar 14 

BrennanpD, Joun, Burnley, Grocer Burnley Pet Mar 14 
Ord Mar 14 

Cuapuiy, Wint1am, New Humberstone, Leics, Boot Manu- 
facturer Leicester Pet Mar5 Ord Mar 13 


Cuarrett, Wiiu1am Tuomas, Penzance, Picture Dealer 
Truro Pet Mar9 Ord Mar9 


Coorrr, Groner, Bradford, formerly Innkeeper’s Manager 
Bradford Pet Mari12 Ord Mar 12 

Davies, Dan, Liando’ Carmarth 
chant Carmarthen Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar 1 

Davies, Frepericx, Vanstone pl, Walham a China 
Dealer High Court Pet Mar12 Ord Mar 12 

Davies, WituiamM, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Butcher Tredegar 
Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 14 

Fisurer, Joux, Leeds, Weaver Leeds Pet Mar 12 Ord 
Mar 12 


Giizert, WiLL1AM, Bishopsgate st, Auctioneer High Court 
Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 14 


Groompripcr, Grorce Simson, and Hersert Yorke 
Groomsriper, Panyer alley, Paternoster row, Publishers 
High Court Pet Feb9 Ord Mar 13 

Guitiaume, ALrrep, Lancaster rd, Enfield, Grocer Edmon- 
ton Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 

Joxrs, Tuomas, Hay, Breconshire, Tailor Hereford Pet 
March 14 Ord March 14 

Marsey, Joun, Coleford, Newland, Glos, Saddler Newport, 
Mon Pet March 14 Pet March 14 

Martyn, Ricnuarp Groraes, late of Penarth, Glam, Grocer 
Cardiff Pet March 7 Ord March 12 

MeNavenr, Wintias Jon.., St Maal s sd, Canoubury, Mer- 
cantile ‘Clerk High Court Pet March 13 Ord 
March 14 

Morris, GeorGe, Welshpool, Montgomery, Wine Merchant 
Newtown Pet March 12 Ord March 12 

Newsery, J Corum, Bond st, London, Esq 
Pet March3 Ord March 14 

Puituips, Eomunp Groroe, Southend on Sea, of no occupa- 
tion Chelmsford Pet March12 Ord March 12 

Revvoups, Grorce Epwin, Jamaica rd, Bermondsey Grocer 
High Court Pet March 12 Ord March 12 

Ringe, Joun Henry, Appleby, Westmrid, formerly 
Governor of Ipswich Prison Ipswich Pet March 7 
Ord March 7 

Ryorvr, Reaixacp, Bournemouth, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer Birmingham Pet Feb 14 Ord March 12 

Smarr, Grorce Francis, Birkenhead, Grocer Birkenhead 
Pet March 11 Ord March 11 

Srencer, Jonny, and Tuomas Srencer, Leicester, Printers 
Leicester Pet Mareh 13 Ord March 18 

Srepuenson, James, Kingston upon Hull, Cartman’s Fore- 
man Kingston upon Hull Pet Mar 12 Ord Mar 12 

Srevens, Rosert Epwarp, Fordingbridge, Southampton, 
Grocer Salisbury Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 14 

Srewart, Aurrep, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer Bristol 
Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar rv 

Srorr, Perer Rivptey, Leeds, Broker Leeds Pet Feb 25 

> Ord Mar 11 

Symons, Anprew Reip, Southwark Bridge rd, Engineer 
High Court Pet Mar13 Ord Mar 13 

Tuyxne, Bevin Graxvitte Carrenet, Drayton gardens, 
Kensi m, of no occupation High Court Pet Mar 
12 Ord Mar 18 

Warerrats, Henry, Holbeach Drove, Lines, Poulterer 
King’s Lynn Pet Mar ii Ord Mar 11 

Wavrers, Davin, and Tuomas WaAurers, Penybank, nr 
Liangyfelach, Glam, Builders Swansea Pet Mar 13 
Ord Mar 18 

We .steap, Strxevrnen Jossrn, Winton, nr Bournemouth 
Builder Poole Pet Maril Ord Mar 11 

West, Joux, Bollington, Cheshire, Grocer Macclesfield 

Gloucester 


Newtown 


Pet Mar 18 Ord Mar 13 
Wuheeiier, BexJsamty, Gloucester, Butcher 
Pet Mar 18 Ord Mar 13 
Woop, R, Vicarage rd, Hampton ha! Builder Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Nov 21 Mar 








enshire, oo Mer- | 


amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
in the London Gazette of March 13. 


Morton, Davin, Nottingham, Bleacher Nottingham Pet 
Feb'19 Ord Mar 9 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arp, Exiza, Everne Assovox, and Tuomas Harper 
Merrepirn, Helmet ot Printers March 25 at 
11 33, Carey ’s inn fields 

AviMAN, WILLIAM 


toe wh gg me Clothier March 
, Colmore row, 


Best, baa ri JAMES, and Jouy Best, Dewsbury, 
jhalters March 24 at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


ey 
Boyps, Georcze Martin, Reading, Wheelwright March 24 
at 12 Queen’s Hotel, Reading 


Carrer, Exits Jouy, Leicester, formerly -— nga 
25 at 12.30 Off Ree, Si, Friar lane, Leices 


CHAPMAN. Wena Sa 1 Tivoe Cattle 
Dealer March 26 at 12 Tack Bull -Lotel, i 
Grocer March wits P Ott Ree, 


Criarke, Grorce, Leicester, 
34, lane, Leicester 

CLARKE, wensate ok, wenn Leics, Farmer March 25 at 11 
Off 


Coorrr, - toca eg a formerly Innk 
March 1 


The followi 


Davies, Davip, Lianarth, 
April 3 at 12.45 To’ peti, Bot 

Davies, Lionet CaRTwricat, rd, Dentist March 
25 at1 338, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn re 

Dewuurst, Tuomas, Laneshaw Bridge, nr 
Publican March 25 at 2.30 Exchange Hotels inhalae 


ley 
Henry Watrer ighton, “hn Warehouseman 
March 24 at 12 Off Ree, 
Duprroy, James Tuomas, Upper F Dicilits st, Licensed 


Victualler March 26 at 11 TES, Cacey of, Linctia’s tan 
Fawsert, Tuomas, Darlington, Potato Merchant March 
2at3 Off Rec, 8, Abt had Middlesbo rough 
Fieiv, Wittram, Thorpe le Soken, Essex, Saddler March 
F 26 at - ‘o = ee ig =~ ent 
RENCH, Frances, Liverpool, formerly Sousieinr 
March 26at3 Off Rec, ~ Victoria st, ove, Peckham, 


Grover, Coen _Tmomas grove. 
Carriage Buil March 26 at Li Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Aprillat 3 Off 
eeees, 
30 Crypt 


st, 
Dovey, 


— Sous. 3 lesborough, Railman 
atibet ad rd, Middlesborough 
Base Grorce, _ Tyddyngwiadis, 
ae my, ben — 
, Pork Butcher March 25 
re row. 
Hunt, Groner Henry, Giisead nr i Yorks, mena 
tor’s Clerk March 26 at 11.30 Heo, 31, 
row, Bradford 
Martyn, Ricnarp Gzorer, late of Penarth, Glam, Grocer 
March 25 at 11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 


Payye, Atrrep Coitston Epwarp, Kinesmo Glos, Boot 
Manufacturer April 2 at 12.30 Off Bank chmbrs, 
Westmoreland, formerly 

Governor of ” March 26 at 12 Off Ree, 

36, Princes st, Ipswich 


Sc =A. Wii.1aM, Lowestoft, ~ = April 14 at 10.15 


chm! 
Horrtox, Cuar.es, 
at3 25, 


Bristol 
Rivcr, Joun Henry, A 
wich 


lake, South Quay, Gt 
Spear, James, Abbotts goth ak nit April 1 
at 1.15 Shirehall, Ch 


2at12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, 
Towarp, Tuomas, Gt Aycliffe, Raion Platelayer April 
lat3 Off ae Albert rd, Middl 
Wank, Grorrrey, Birstall , Yorks, Gear Maker March 24 
at3 Off », Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Weustead, Sreruex Jorers, Winton, nr Bournemouth, 
Builder Mar 25 at 12.30 ‘Orr Rec, Salisbury 
Wixurams, W, Cannon st, Timber Merchant March 25 at 
12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
bed i, Henry Sr Joun, Crystal Palace pk rd, Syden- 
Financial Agent March 25 at 11 33, Carey st, 
Lontoln’ s inn fields 
Wiverikip, James, ye Grocer March 2 at 3 Off 
Ree, Figtree lane, Sh: eftield 


You ~ ‘Cnteree Worle, ek eat March 2&4 at 
0.30 Bristol Arms Hotel, Bridgwater 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Brennanp, — Burnley, Grocer Burnley Pet March 12 
Ord March 1 


Crariix, Weaun. New Humberstone, Leics, Boot Manu- 
urer Leicester Pet March 4 ond ‘March 13 

Cuarr ELL, Witiam Tuomas, Penzance, Picture Dealer 
Truro Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Coorrr, Groner, Bradford, formerly Innkeeper’s Manag 
Bradford Pet March 12 Ord 12 

Daviss, Dax, om gs Carmarthenshire, Flour Mer- 
chant Carmarthen March 11 Ord March 11 


a. er, Joun, and THomas Srencer, Leicester, Printers 
April 2 Leicester 





Davirs, Freprrick, Vanstone pl, Walham China 
Dealer High Court Pet March 12 Ord 12 
Dorset, of no occupation 


Fisiv, Joun Lyox, Parkstone, 
Pool ob 27 Ord March 18 

Fow ter, Josrrn, late Frederick st, nt John's Wood High 
Court Pet Jan 20 Ord March 1 

ae Wir — ‘Bishopsgate st, Anctionee: High Court 


PaaS. March 13 pe ps Hotel Keeper Oxford 
—~ be Ord March Hotel Pre Exet 
GRirrin “wim » prietor er 

Pet Feb 19 ‘onyony ¥ 


Hans, Lurakr, ton, Corn Merchant Brighton Pet 
March 13 bent 


Hrrucock, Cares, Smisby, a Market Gardener 
Burton on Trent Pet Ord Mareh 13 





Hunt, Groner Henny, Gilstead, coat: Yorks, a 
Clerk Bradford Pet March 12 Ord Mareh 1 
Victualler 


Ivey, Pearce, Licensed hast Stone- 
house Pet March 4 Ord March 12 











354 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


March 21, 1891. 








Jones, Tuomas, Hay, Breconshire, Tailor Hereford Pet Youna,  Meraa. Worle, Somerset, Butcher Bridgwater 
March 14 Ord March 14 Pet Mar2 Ord Mar 12 


Lewrey, Sous G Grorce, Tunbri idge bata oN 8 cad Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet March 9 Ord March 

Masry, Joun, Coleford, Newland, Glos, Saddler Newport, 
Mon Pet March 14 Ord March 14 


Martyn, Ricnarp Georas, late of Penarth, Glam, Grocer | 
Cardiff Pet 


March 7 Ord March 14 
McNaveut, Wiiiiam Jouy, St Paul’s rd, Canonbury, 
——- Clerk High Court Pet March 13 Ord 
Morais, Georcr, Welshpool, Realms, Wine Merchant | 
Newtown Pet Mar 7 Ord Mar 
. Oxon, Coal Merchant | 


Neieusour, Cuartes, Banb 
Banbury Pet Feb13 Ord far 1 

Riper, Joun Henry, Appleby, Westmrld, formerly | 
Governor of Ipswich Prison pswich Pet Mar 5 Ord 
Mar 7 

Russet, Joun, peootiogs, Range Maker Hastings Pet | 

Feb 26 Ord Mar 


Scag, , Bete Tawestot, Fish Buyer Gt Teint | ‘ 
Pet Feb 


12 
Smart, Grorce Francis, , Birkenhead, Grocer Birkenhead | 
Pet Mar 11 Ord Mar 1 
Sutra, Wiiu1e, Colne, a Manufacturer Burnley Pet 
Feb 24 Ord Mar 13 


| 
Spencer, Jonn, and a Spencer, Leicester, Printers, 
Leicester Pet Mari2 Ord Mar 13 | 
Srernenson, James, Kingston — Hull, Cartman’s Fore- 
man Ki upon Hull et Mar 12 Ord Maz.12 
Srewart, ALFRep, at Boot Manufacturer Bristol | 
Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 
Tuyyxe, Bevin Saucon CARTERET, grdns, | 
Ki , of no occupation High oon "Pet Mar | 
12 Mar 13 
Warerraut, Heyxry, Holbeach Drove, Lincs, Poulterer | 
King’s Lynn Pet Feb 27 Ord Mar 11 | 
Watters, Davip, and Tuomas Watters, Penybank, nr | 
h, Glam, Builders Swansea Pet Mar 13 


Ord 13 
Wanrpett, Lewis, Bedford pk, Chiswick High Court Pet | 
Dee 23 Ord Mar 13 


Butcher Gloucester 
Mar 13 

WILpGoosE, cee Oswa.p, Buxton, peo, Milk | 

Dealer Stoc! | 


rt Pet Feb 23 Ord Mar 1 | 
pues. 


Ware.iter, Besxsamtx, Gloucester, 
Pet Mar 13 


Wisox, Joseru Puiir, and Epwiy Fhe 
Builders Bradford Pet Feb18 Ord Mar1 


PROBATE VALUAT IONS _ 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 


| March 23.— 


| 
| 


| Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


March 23.—Messrs. Baxer & Sons, at the Black ‘Horse 
Hotel, Sidcup, Freehold Building Land (see advertise- 
ment, March 14, p. 4). 


-Messrs. W. F. Hovanron, at the Mart, E 
at 2 o’clock, Freehold eo Leascho ld Properties oad 
advertisement, March 14, p. 4 


March 25.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bousrie.p, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Corporation Leases (see advertisement, 
Feb. "98, p. 4). 








All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


| The Subscription to the Souicrrors’ JOURNAL ts 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 28s.; with the 


ATERLOW "BROS. .. LAYTON, 
SUPPLY COMPETENT COSTS DRAFTSMEN 
To Draft and Settle Bills, or to make up arrears of Costs 
from papers. 


ESIDENT PATIENTS.—A List of Medica] 
Men in all parts willing to receive into their homes 
Resident Patients, together with a full description of the 
accommodation — terms, &c., can be without 
a from Mr. G. B . SrocKER, 8, Lancaster-place, Strand 





P4cts HUNTED UP; Registers Searched; 
Wills Found ; Pi Traced ; ; in Brité Museum, 


ae Office, and bee rte Books and Papers 
ied and Translated in any Language from bein er 
or Bing J 4 Paacnee, Antiquarian Genealogists, 


ych-street, W. 


OOKS BOUGHT.—To Executors, ‘Solici- 
tors, &c.—HENRY SOTHERAN & CO., 136, 
Strand, and 37, Piccadilly, PURCHASE LIBRARIES or 
smaller collections of Boo , in town or coun eons Se the 
utmost value in cash; also value for PROBA’ 
— valuers promptly sent. Removals without trouble 
expense to sellers. Established 1816. Telegraphic 
iain, Bookmen, London. Code in use, Unicode. 











WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


Journal with regularity in the Country, it 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 





SPINK 
Lonpon, 


LeGaL Prorgssion or puRCHASE the same for cash 


Under the patronage gy H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.B 





M2 ONE 7. — Householders or Lodgers 
liate Advances upon their 
Furniture or amr —— security are invited to call at 
the offices of the Conso.ipatrep Company, 43, Great Tower- 
street, E.C., and arrange ; Bills of Sale and Executions paid | 
out; no fees ; the full sum advanced without deduction ; 
an old-established genuine firm. — Address, Masacer. 





ORTGAGES.—Various sums ready to be 
advanced on Mortgage, on really sound London or | 
country ; well let Freeholds preferred ; borrowers | 
are requested to send detailed particulars of their securities | 
pone H. E. Fosrer & Crayrievp, 6, Poultry, E 


AW.—Partner with some Capital required 

4 after — preliminary Clerkship in well-established 

at = ce ae, town; must be an 

ihn. especially in conveyanci age 25 to 30, 

and of a —Ap ply, with ‘full rticulars, to | 
boat Jounal Office, 27, 


good 
BR. & M., “ “hancery-lane, 
London, W.C 
LAY opportunity presents itself to a 
commencing practice with connection and 
capital at his command to associate himself with a Solicitor 
of € experience and the successor to an old 
.— Address, with particulars as to what connection, | 
a, &e., to M., care of Tucker, Law Stationer, 10, 
Lincoln’ s-inn-fields. 








nee oe Saving. — Abstracts Copied at 

py gay 
lone”, B® ad x] bc ‘ima 8, € Chichastepoenta, by &% * 
Chancery-lane, W.C 


ADVERTISER desires to meet some 
Gentleman aopieing the services of a Varrister to | 
join him im the exp the services of and 
| gee Fe one to Australia at New Zealand in the course of 
next three months.—Apply to K., care of Messrs. 

Hooper & Sen, @, Ladgate-hill, aot 


r T° BARRISTE RS and SOLICITORS.— | 

t, or for Chatabers or Offices, replete with | 

every convenience for either purpose, to be Let, close to | 

Law Courts ; j sam £100 per annum ; furniture at valuation. 
x, Tann’s, 75, Chancery-lane. 











SOLIC ITOKS.—Excellent and valuable | 
Legal Santee i ottered on tair terins.-For further 


Sed” Olle a ae an omg] to £ T., “ Bolicitor’ 


& SON, Gases AND Sau vensurrns, 
E.C., beg respectfully to announce that they ACCURATELY APPRAISE the above for the 


W4NTED, by a Solicitor, admitted in 1885, 


| legal profession, a Partnership, or Clerkship with a view to 
| a Partnership, in the pe 
i? “* Solicitors’ Journal,” 


- | —— at 3} per cent. 


1 anp 2, GRACECHURCH-STREET, CORNHILL, 


if desired. Established 1772. 


r ha - SOLICITORS REMOVING. toga 

Offices in prominent position to be Let, comprising an 
| entire house occupied by Solicitors for many years. ee 
to Warp & Crarxe, Auctioneers and Surveyors, 2 
caster-place , Strand. 


‘OLICITORS and Others will ‘find excellent 
Cheap Offices to be Let, either singly or in pairs, at 
New Stone-buildings, C Shancery-lane ; accessible position 
close to the Law Courts and Her Majesty’s Patent Office; 
electric light and hall porter.—Apply, CoLLecror’s Orricx, 
63, Chancery-lane. 


and with 10 years’ experience in all branches of the 


ces ; capital.—Address, X. Y. Z., 
27, Chancery-lane, W.c Cc. 


ANTED. —Securities for several ‘large 

sums of money waiting Investment on Mortgage, 
landed estate only), £3,000 to £5,000, 
4 to 4} per cent. on freehold or leasehold residences or 
business places.— Bett, Witiiams, Son, & Co., 
Agents, 40, North John-street, Liverpool. 


g and 4 LINCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS.— 
Suite of Five low. Lofty, Light Offices to be Let; 

First Floor capable of division ; overlookin, gardens ; suit- 

able for a first class firm ods volicitory.— ) bsg! apply to to 


Hau. Porter on the p t Coll 
Chancery-lane. 
EDE AND 80 N, 
ROBE A MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
ial Bench, Corporation of of London, &ec. 
ROBES YOK QUEEN’# COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, ‘Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 
| Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


| 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 











LONDON UNIVERSITY. 


UNIVERSITY COK CORRESPONDENCE COLLEGE, 


SPECIALLY PREPARED COURSES OF LESSONS 
Are given for the London University 
EXAMINATIONS IN LAW. 
repared for these Examinations by a 
who was University Law Exhibitioner, and 
t-class Honours in Jurisprudence and Roman 


Students are 
London LL.D., 
first in Firs 


Ww. 
Fees on application. 
Successes Recentiy GaAinep. 
Durin Students passed 
London 


At Inver. Laws and LL. B., 1891, 6 U. C. C. Students 
8 taking Honours (one tirst place, with University 
ibition, and one second place). 
us and full eo a ma may be had post-free on 
application to the Secrerary (Univ. Corr. Coll. London 
Office), )y 124, Bockuliew-cow, Strand, W.C. 


FIRE OFFICE, London, E.C. 
Established 1710. The Oldest purely Fire 
Office in the World 
Home az.d Foreign Insurances. 
Law Courts Branca, 


40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager, 
from whom can be obtained Proposal Forms, Prospectuses, 
and all farther information. 


the yeur over 450 U. C. C. 


HEN IX FIRE OFFICE, 19, LomBARp- 
STREET, and 57, CHARING-cross, Lonvon. 
Established 1782. 

Lowest Current Rates. 

Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 

Assured free of all Liability. 

Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
W.C.Macpvonarp,} Joint 
F. B. Macpoya.p, } Becretaries. 





ORTGAGE INSURANCE ‘CORPORA- 
TION (Limited). 
88, Cannon-street, E.C. 
Subscribed Capital £715,000. 

Mortgages, Debentures, and Bank Deposits insured. 

Deposits received for Capital Redemption. 
T. Y. STRACHAN, 
General Manager. 


RITISH EAw FIRE INSURANCE 
MPANY, Limited, 


Offices—5, aan Bank, London, E.C. 
Subscribed Capital ............ £1,000,000. 
Applications for Agencies may bemade to 
H. FOSTER CUTLER, 
Manager and Secretary. 


[PERIL vine, . OURANCS COM- 


PP ong 1008. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 
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